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PREFACE.

No apology I deem 1s necessary for this edition of the
Nyayasara with the very valuable commentary of Vasudeo
of Kashmir which 15 among the earhest of the numerous
commentartes on the book  In preparing this edition I have
collated the following MSS all from the Bhandarkar Ortental
Research Institute —

1 & No 391 of 1875 76 which contans the commentary
heremn printed

2 @ No 800 of 1887 1891

3 7 No 8qof 1873 1874

B sides thes I have sccasionally consulted Ms No 776
of 1884 1887 which contam the xext mtrrpusecl with the
commentary  culed  Nayakal ol
The already printed cditions of the text onc by Mr VP
Vaidya and the sther bv the late Dr Satis Chandra Vidya
Lhushara which proved of great usc to me are marked &
and T respecticly

To Dr & K Belvalkar Supermtendent Ms Department of
the aforesawd Institute I am indebted for his kindness m
lending me these Mss 1 1lso destre to express a more general
debt to Prof K V Abhyankar M A of the Gujarath College
for ndvice and cnticism My best thanks are due to Dr N G
Sardesar [ M S of the Ortental Book Supplymng Agency for
having undertaken the publication of this edition
FERCUSSON COLLECE } ¢ R DEVADHAR.
9 July 1922



INTRODUCTION.

The Nyavasdra 1s a brief compendium of the Ny&ya in
three chapters While generallv agreeing with Gautama and
his school, his work shows considerable traces of Jamn and
Buddhist mfluence Thus i his treatment of the subject
he sets aside the old division of sixteen categories which the
Buddhist rejected and confines himself to the topics of the
means of valid knowledge, although many of the logical and
dialectical categories of Gautama are enumerated and ex
plamed 1n conjunction with the question of inference, More
striking 15 Bh&sarvajna’s rejection of comparison as a sepa-
rate means of proof and he 15 at great pams to answer any
objection on the ground of his divergence from the Satrakdra
If the Satrak@ra enumerates comparison side by side with
perception, mference and verbal testimony , 1t does not mean,
contends Bhasarvajna that the Satrakdra recognised com-
pauson as an independent means of proof , rather as in the
case of example and the fallacies which are separately dealt
with, though already imncluded 1w the Pramanas and the
Nigrahasth@nas respectively, so m the present instance we
have to read a deeper motve of the Sitrakdra The follow-
ers of Buddha doubt the valdity of word as a means of proof
on the ground that verbal testimony 15 merely corrobora-
tory of the knowledge that 1= derived through perception and
mference and so like memory 1s not infalible Nor can 1t
be t d that verbal apphes where percep-
tion and inference fal  For, 1 the first place, 1t 15 hard to
concewve of an object which cannot be established by per-
ception and mference , and secondly such an object can never




2 INTRODOCTION

be established through word smnce the knowledge through
word pre-supposes the connection of word as the name and the
object as the thing signified by such aname which connection
15 hard to establish in such a case  Our author s answer to
the objection 1 somewhat fimsy ~ He says that it 1s possible
to establish this connection between the object and the name
even though the former 1s yet unperceived as m the case of
knowledge derved through companson where we estabhish
the connection of Bos Gavaeus as the object signified and
Gavaya as the name which signihcs that object even though
the former 15 unpircewved by us on the strength of the asser

tion of a relible man that 2 Bos Gavaeus 1s like a cow !
Thus 1n the view of Bhawanajna the separate mention of
comparison 1n the sitris docs not pumnt 1 1ts recognition as
an independent means of proof but smmply to 3ts serviceable

ness 15 an dlustration to establish the valdity of verbal
authonty

The futiity of this contention 1s clear cnough and the
sutras themselves do not countenance such a view this
therefore 15 an ol yious nstance of our authors anaiety to
bring his treatment of the subject 1n a line wath the methods
current i hus time It 15 probable that m this mcluston of
comparison under worl our inthor followed the Jamas for
Siddhasena Divakara in his Nvayavatara divided means
of proof mto direct and indirect ard included Perception
under the first and Inference and word under the second
It 15 to be remarked however that the same three were ad
opted by the Samkha and the Yoga Furthcr striking
parallehsm with the Jamnas and the Buddhists are Bhaisar
vajna s division of inference mto that for oneself dnd that for
others and hus exposition of the fallactes of minor term
and the fallacies of example
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One more point of interest m the work 1s 1ts refutation of
the athesm of the Buddhists who abandon the Vedantic
conception of the Absolute or the samkha 1dea of spirit and
accept only the fleeting scries of mental impressions as a quast
reality The soul 15 established by our author by inference.
It 15 the substrate of effects like cogmtion, pain and pleasure,
this substrate the sense cannot be, for in that case we will not
feel pleasure or pamn when the sense-organ becomes multilated ,
but this 1s contrary to experience  Nor agamn can the body
be regarded as the substrate, for the body ever changes, so
that what we cxperienced as young men will not he remember-
ed by us as old men, but we know that mmpressions endure
though the senses fail us, though the body fails us  Sumilarly
of the doctrine of the Buddhas of a fleeting series of mental
states, a previous mental state 1s different from a succeed-
ng one, so that the experience we had m the previouss tatc
tannot endure 1 the succeeding onc , but this is contraven-
ed by our expersence  If 1t be said that spite of the difference
between the two states, 1t 1s possible to retain impressions of
the one 1n the other, related as they are to cach other as cause
and effect , we answer that thrs cannot be, for even though
we admit the posaibility of the gualities of the cause enduring
m the cffect, such a presumption 1s barred 1 the case of the
Buddhas, since their theorv 15 that an effect arises when
the cause 15 completely destroyed  And hence by clunma-
tion we have to accept the existence of the soul

The Soul 15 of two kmds, the absolute, which 1s one, all
powerful, eternal, not subject to the hmitations of our trans-
stent existence, Maheshwar the all-wise, and the mdividual
soul  Further our author states that through the grace of
this omnuscient creator, the worshipper obtains as a reward of
lus devotion, release m the form of eternal pleasurable cons-
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ciousness To Bhavarvajna the Vaisheshika idea of a state
of release without happiness like that of a stone, or the
Vedantic one that each who secms a separate whole should
fuse all the skirts of self agam and remege n the absolute
was “faith as vague as all unsweet.”

From these premises, 1t 1s inferred that our author must
have flounished at a time when Jain and Buddhist mfluence
was strong and accordingly Dr Satis Chandra Vidyabhusana
places hum i the early years of the 10th century. He has
pointed out that one of the earliest commentary on the work
—the Nyayabhisna 1s quoted by the Buddhist sage Ratna-
kurtt, preceptor of Ratnakirti S&intt who hved about 983
AD and he1s placed after Dharmakirti, the Buddhist logi-
cian (650 A.D) whose controversy about the fallacy of non-
erroneous contradition (REEEARR) seems to have been
referred to m the NyByasira He shows a marked Shaiva
mfluence,, and so it 1s further premised of him that he
was a native of Kashmir where Shaivabelief was always
strong.

Viasudeo, the commentator was the son of Sorya and a
native of Kashmr  Mothing 1s known about his personahty
The verve and the strong controvertial ammus that he displays
1n the commentary pomts toa period when Buddhist and Jain
logic excited the livehest interest, and this 18 rendered more
plausible 1f we can place him immediately after the author ;
and we have evidence to do so  In the colophon to his work
he refers to the Nyayabhtisana and says that the present
commentary 1s designed for those who are unable to follow
the bigger commentary, lhe NyByabhiisana ; and i the body
of the y, while the
Pratynahin he savs that this Nigrahasth#ina also includes
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ather minor varieties such as Pratijnavisheshahfim which are
explamed by him 1 his Nysya-Bhushana, If, therefore, we
can beheve him to be the author of the Ny#ya-Bhashana
from which Jayasimhasuri freely quotes, we shall have to
place hun4n the middle of the tenth century § ¢ immediate-
ly after Bh#isarvajna, 1f we accept the early years of the
10th century as his probable date

C R DEVADHAR.
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PREFACE.

1 scarcely thought when last ycar the text and commentary
were published, that the text required any notes or that 1
should write them  But from cxperience m the class-room,
1 felt how difficult 1t 15 for students to grasp the subject ,
even though the author presumes to teach the bare elemente
of Nyaya, yet his manner of treatment 1s so concse, hie
reasoning 5o compressed, and his style at times so cniyptie,
clhptical and dilemmatic that for even more than an average
student, help of some khind or other 1s a real need  This book
1s ntended to meet ths demand It grew out of my notes for
class-lectures, and Thave drawn upon various sources of mformas
tion on the subject m ther preparation  Prominent among
these are  the Nyaya Satra of Gautama with the schohum
of Vatsydyana, Athale’s Tarkasamgraha, Keshavamshra’s
larkabhasha, Jay ha's y on the Nyay

by Vidyabhas Sapta-padarthi cdited by the
L:u Dr Ghate, Keith's Indian logic and atomism as also
h1> Karma-mimamsa, and Samkhya, and the book on mediz-
val logic by the late Dr SatiSchandra Vidyabhashana. 1
cannot express how greatly T am indebted to these different
authorities

But above all, to my Guru, Mehamahopadhyaya Vasu-
deva Shastn Abhyankar, T owe a debt which 1t would be

not to ge. To hm I owe




1

the explanation of muny tcchmcal subtleties, many dufi
cult points which unaided acre formidable mded  In fact
all the ment that the book may haves due to lum

Lastly, I must thank Mr N N Kulkarm a student ot imne
for going through the proofs, and r N G Sardesa, I M &
S. for hus readiness to undertdke th publicutior of this work

FERGUSSON COLLTGI,
5th March, 192 C R DFVADHAR



NOTES ON THE NYAYASARA

First Parichheda

(N B all references to Paginaton &c refer to the edstion of
1922 of Nyayasara by the same author )

smrqREyq, Ete

From the early Bhashyak to the later of the
Syncretist School we have clear <vidences of the very defi
nitely religious tinge of the votaries who professed one or the
other of the systems of Nyaya and Vaisheshika ~ According to
Raja § khara—the followers of the Vassheshika are sum
lar 1n thar religlous aspect to those of Nyaya—with the only
diffcrence that the adherents of the Nyaya are called Shaivas
and those of the V: h are called Pash He
also duscribes the ascetic practices of those sectarians which
«quate them to the ordinary votaries of Swa

Ihe antiquity of this connection 1s attested to by the tra
dition which 15 pres sed by Prasla tapa a that it was Siva
i the hape of an ow! vho iev aled tc Kara a the Vaishe
shih1 sysien Accorduyg to Prashastapadd ngati he crea
tor 13 Mahcshwar a choice 1 which we cay harll fultuseca
dehiberate pref r ¢ for the view that the true God 1s
Siva  Sumilarly of Udyotakara we have express evidence
of the Nyaya Vartika that he wasa Pashupato Thesm
m the Nyaya 1s shown to be recognized by Vatsyayana as
wcdl It will be found later that Bhasaravajna lays stress
on the nccessity of the recognized kinds of mental concentra
tion which at last will yield the direct vision of $iva  Udya
yant the classical exponent of the thetsm of the systems de
monstrates the God as Siva

The silence of Kan&da and Gautama on these pownts 15 m-




2 NYAYASARA [Par1 1

terpreted as an evidence that they were not behvers in God,
and further the attempt 15 made to prove that the atheism
of the Schools, was derived fiom the Samkhya. But 1t would
be possible to mamtan that this alleged atheism of the
Schools was borrowed fromn the Parvanumamsa  The truth
however seams to be that the Siitras cannot be deemed to
cover the whole field, for Prashastapada had to restate ihe
Vasheshika and the Nyvaya 15 prcdommently dialectical m
interest, so that the argumantum adsilentrum s not available
to us m the present case

In the last Tine the author indicates the divisions of Ins
work mnto tluce or rather four chaptcrs It 1s posaible that
at onc time the Nyayasara was diided mto four chapters,
for one of the MSS we collated writes at the end of the Shab-
davichira i the thnd chapter 1 FaR gafg TR=87 awg:
so that dearly cnough the portion that follows forms the
contents of the fourth chapta—the Prameyaparichheda
And this division of the work mto four rather than thiee
15 perfectly logial as cach chapter would thus have a
separate subjct 1o trcat of, the first trcatmg of the
Pratyaksha-—the sceond ot the Anumana—the third of the
Shabda and the last of the Prameya

P 2 gEmgEAArd, the anthor will pont out the propricty
of the several qualifications i this dchmtion of Pramana.
A Pramana according to Vatsv@yuna 1~ an  mstrument of
knowledge that by which the knowing subject knows the
object  This defimtion will be found to be applicable n a
purely psychological scnse, latcr on however was recogized
the association of this nstrument with true knowledge
only

Cogmition 1s a property of the <ol tang
as a qualty It 15 dided mto the
mental divisions of Remembiance

descriled
two  funda-
and  Apprehensien,



Pan 1] NOTES 3

Apprehension  { 8gwa ) 15 defined as (@AW
all knowledge other than remembrance ,
while Remembrance 15 described as knowledge produced
from mental impresstons alone  Thus the difference between
R b Appreh 15 that the cognitions
recesved through  Remembrance are morc or less
repetitions  of formier cogmitions whereas 1l cogmtions
which are newly acqured and not repetitions of
former oncs  are  Apprchensions  propcr  Turther
these cogmitions may be either true or filse 1 true cogmition
15 one m which we have the knowl dge of an object as pos
sessed of attributes which are i accord with the re il nature of
the thing, whil th case wher we cogmize  1n - object as
possessed ot attributcs which i raality 1t docs not possess.
will be 4 false cognmition  Thus on walysis we have  —

gg  cogmition

@fd Runembrance 8gwa  Apprehancion

aqr qgAE A (S SR wreg) Saemd-
(wwg fawdy )
Thus 1t wall be clear that an Instrument of know'edge
(9A) bang 1ssociated with correct apprehension  we have
to exclude all appichensions that partake of the nature of
falsity  Hence the word &% It will thus be found to
exdude doubt and Frror the two fundamental divisions of
erroneous  apprchensions ( SAGITFHT or SIFAT ) according
to our author
qaEaet @ @wg —Cogmtion  which 15 devod
of certitude 15 doubt This definition seems to have been
taken from the Bhashya of Vatsyayana and from the
lustrations of the five kinds of doubts which are given by



4 NYAYASARA (Pari ¢

our author, we need make no doubt as to the source of this
portion in the Nyayasnra being the same luminous scholum.
v'ﬁmu Tt will be highly mstructive to compare with
d-usthe ongmnal Satra of Gautama It 1s —qamairmﬁwﬁﬁ
AT AR fraae R ang:
- \ 33 ) 2¢, Doubt which 15 a conflicting judgment about
the precise character of an object arses from the recogmition
of properties common to many objects or of properties
not common to any of the objects, from conflicting testimony,
and from irregularity of perception and non-perception
There are two ways of mterpreting the Satra; 1 the first
view therc are three kinds of Doubt, those that owmg to
wreegulanty of perception and non-pereeption anse from erther
anobject possessing a generic quality, or an object possessing
a speafic quality or from conflictng testunony On the second
view howover we get five kinds of doubt, for the
weqsaaedqr ) wrregularity of perception and non-
perception which was 1ecognized as a cause of doubt common
to the three varieties 15 now  recognized as in itself an -
dependent <ource of doubt, thus we get five varieties m all
The scholiast 15 responsible for this interpretation, and
followmg lm our author has given us five kinds of
doubt
P 3 qg4r FAAIHIA—Etc When we sec ata distance
an mdetermmate object—which possesses qualiics generic
m character, we ate presented with two alternatives which
we know posscss those qualities  For mstances we know
that the object at a distance 15 tall  This tallness 1s a quality
which 15 shared by a pole or a motionless ascetic  Thus our
judgment about the object wall vary between the two alter-
natives, as long as we have no assurance 1 favour of cither
of the alternatives
SHGUATGHE  etc. This 15 mterpreted m  two
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different ways SAEEHE SHAGH ¢ ¢ HWERW TH—
the doubt arises from an object possessing a specific quality
Thussound 1s the specific quality of ether, we cannot therefore
decide whether sound 15 eternal or non-eternal because there
are no determining factors to guide our judgment. Sound
is found nowhere else—neither mn things etemal or things
mon-cternal—but only mn ether If for wnstance this quality
was shared by many objects there would have been available
to us some presumptive evidence favourmg erther of the
alternatives So that a specific quahity gives nise to doubt
It should be remembered that m the present casc the doubt
1s stated to be about the speafic quality iself But
Vatsyayara and Keshavamshra give mno’her irstance m which
the doubt 1s about the thing poscesoing the specific attnbute
Thus we do not knew whether carth 15 cternal or non-cternal,
naturally enough we try to sec whether the qualities that
belong to ecarth are shared by objects eternal or non-cternal ,
1t may be that some qualities are shared by things cternal
and some by thmgs nor-cternal ~ So that the conclusion we
arnve at 15 not decisive. We further look to the speafic
qualty of earth namely (&4ae ) Smell, now we fird here
a quality which 15 neither shared by things cternal or non-
eternal  So that we are confirmed nthe doubt as to the
precse character of the earth  Thus a spectfic quality gives
nse to doubt concerning 1tsclf or corcerning the thing of
which 1t 15 an attribute.

The commentator here has mgemously defended  the
expression  ®FFUH If SAHUH means @A why
not, says an objector, put the word RO straight
rather than resort to such a confusing and ambiguous term ?
The answer 15 that the author here following Gautama 1s pur-
posely ambiguous, for he wants to include the cases of doubt
-where an object possesses many qualities or sfA®us  Thus
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for nstance we find that mind 1s active and intangible  Now
generally activity 1s found with objects that are corporeal
whereas ntangibility 15 invariably found with incorporeal sub-
stances , but mind has both the quahties So that we are not
able to say positively that mind 15 erther corporeal or mn-
corporcal .

P 4—fawd Etc  When two opmions are held by
rival schools 1n regard to an object it becomes very difficult
for one, who does not belong to erther of the schools to de-
cide between the two alternatives  Thus the Nyaya school
declares that the five senses are evolved out of the five ele-
ments, while according to the Samkhya school of philosophy
the seuses are evolved not out of the elements but out of g
Thus we cannot, until we come to know the tiuth, declare in
favonr of cither of the views Sunilarly of the cternality of
sound  The Mimamsakas hold that sound 1s eternal whercas
the Nawayikas refute them by pownting out that such a
doctrine 15 untenable  So long therefore as a third party has
not known the trath himself his judgment will waver between
the two alternatives

guwsd, cc | ha  explams —
& w S S LG
and  he  quotes  Bhushanhara  whose  explanation
s thuy —F  ITSETAG AR FANTRINGT (SR €@~
A a=afen fegnag IS TAF §TA-
&€FT | Exactly this view 15 expressed by Vasudeo It 1s
plaustble that Jayasinha might be here quoting from the
Nyayabhashana of Vasudeo, and the author of Nyaya-
bhashana himself borrowed from Vatsyayana, cf qa: G-
Fg o AT | 9SG GRFITEY TAEaA AR gAY »
the pomnt to be remembered i the present mstance 1s that
the species of doubt mentioned previously are also caused by
3922 and &gy or h and
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for n the stock example &qTu} g5 41 the doubt 15 caused
by the apprehension of the generic qualities “ outstretched-
ness” “tallness ” etc and the non-apprehension of the de-
finttive qualities of erther of the alternatives What then 1s
the difference? It 15 this that m the previous case the
doubt was caused by an external object possessing generic
attributes (or was #F&r ), The doubt was about the ma-
ture of the object (or §7 ) while m the present tnstance the
doubt has 1ts origin 1 some irregularity of perception in the
persen mmself  The object, the water as scen 1n mirage 18
present to the doubter and as such the exterral object does
rot raise a doubt offering various alternatives, it 1s
only when the doubter thinks for himself that the mere ap-
prehension of a thng 15 no sufficient testmory for the exis-
tenze of a thing but that the apprehension of the thing nught
be caused by some srregularity m perception that there
anses m s mind the doubt as regards the existence of the
externil object  Thus the doubt 1s grFee.

Examples arc the apprehension of water in a mirage
and thy non-apprehension of 4 spurit or a ghost  This form
of doubt 18 mentioned to defeat a nval view Thus the
Mun@ nsakas hold that sound 1s cterna' or indestractible
becouse there 1> the recoguition * this 1s that very word "
Now how can we 1ecogutze the word uttered at oue time to
be the same as the word uttered at another time unless on
the assumption that the word once uttercd remams® This
gq&Ry  or apprehension of a word 15 therefore a proof of
the etermality of sound  The retort of the ¥MA% 15 that
this Iq&3 15 the source of doubt, since from mere ITART
we cannot ascertaw anything We have the 3T&%q of
water in a mirage, but we know that 1t 1s merely llusion
Similarly they deny the existence of God because there 15 the

or non-apprehension of God, but mere non-ap-
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prehension 15 1o proof that there 1s no God We, for instance,
have the non-apprehension of water m a radish or cucumber,
but we cannot therefore come to the conclusion that there 1s
no water there , but rather the reverse 1s true. Thus ITafy
and #ISRY have to be regarded as sources of doubt

SaggIorAT etc Since (F®r) and
ness (TAWFHY )partake of the nature of incertitude they are
not separately reckoned by us but included under doubt

If for mstence we see at a distance an mdeterminate ob-
ject which we corclude must esther be a man o1 pole, that 1s
doubt 1f weadvance to the stage at which we decide tentatively
and without assurance m favour of 1ts bemg a man, con-
jecturc 15 reached  Indetermmateness 15 exemplificd by the
uncertainty which one may have regardmg the precise spe-
cies of a tree It s therefore a modified and hmited form
of doubt

[reamegagrdl fvds cte Doubt shares falaty m  virtue
of the fact that 1t s the knowledge of the
object Dbut  only m  an indeterminate manner
Erro1 15 absolutely false, as 1t consists m the certamty of the
opposite of the truth, the object presenting atsell with attr-
butes which are repugnant {o those which 1t possesses  reality
Doubt, 1f the doubter decrdes i favour of the wrorg alter-
native becomes crror, but that 15 only when certamty though
m the wrong scnse has replaced the former doubt

According to Bhararvajna then Si@zgagag or false know-
ledge o1 ®1HH1 can be classified as — simar

| ' |
der (g 5 fold Fgrsm=agM) Feda(includes emnanRERT)
GREQ TN’ ete According to the commentator the latter
example 15 given by Bhasarvajna m order to controvert the
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view of the opponents who regard TWWM as something
different from ¥ed, A9d and SRRT

Thus the divison proposed by wR&9rg and found mn

essence in MY 15 H54q0
]
) R 1 ¥
o faaqq ST aw

Prama1s correct apprehension— P 6— gAmrg: savar
and the subsrate of this knowledgeis the knower,
and the object of knowledge 15 Prameya

affiaTH—A scrious divergence of view between the Nyaya
and Vaisheshika regarding the number of means of proof.
They are @& &igar I and ey according to Nyaya
while the §8s refuse to accept the separate validity of
companison or word which they reduce to inference
Buddhas hikewise do the same

Bhasarvajna’s division of means of proof as alse of the
Jams and Sankhyas and Yoga 1s —%#I9r (means cf proof)

| |
gty (Direct) 90 (Indurect)

gy (Perception)  &gmia (Inference) greg(word)

P 7—a% arqaqdle etc Perception 15 the mstrument of di-
rect apprehension which 1s correct It 1s two-fold, the tran-
scendental or Super-normal and normal Of these the normal
(81#fY) perception 1s the mstrumun of the knowledge of
objects capable of being p AT F:
3177 ) through the peculiar contact of zhe organ of sense--per-
ception and object and helped by the favourable circumstances
of % light (or the nght attitude of mind or its want of
imattention) time and space and ment ( HIgA ) etc
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The exact process of perception 15 described by IrETAT
while commentng on the Gautama aphorism $RFreaRwTIas
ATTRATAANANR SAAAAAS Aqq], (Perception 15 the
cognitton which results from contact of sense and object and
which 15 determinate and non -erratic and unnamable) cf
srat g1 77 §R30 et arda §7973 1 In domg so he
defintely brings mind 1nto the position of a quasi-sense
though m that qualty it appears neither i Kanada or
Gautama  Despite  however this connection of —mind
and self, the proximate cause of Perception 1s scnse, or
1ts contact with the object

There are six ways 1 which this contact between the organ
and the object which 1s the pre-requisite of perception, can take
place (1) Conjunction (as m knowledge of jar) (11) Inherence
m that which 15 1 conjunction (FZHEAIF as m the know-
ledge of 427 or ¥Z®Y) (r11) Inherence m that which m-
heres m that which 15 i conjunction ("WNG’R‘?’WWW asm
the  perception of @z&T@ which mheres m q2§T
which mheres in 92 winch 15 1 conjunction with the >cnse)
() Inherence (AT as  m IeqWeTer) (v) Inherence m
that  which mheres  ( ARFAFIFT  as FEEITH )
(v1) A reltion of predicate and subject conjomntly with
one of the above five mo Ins of conract (Agmrader). This
divergence of mode depinds on logical theories, the eye
a4> a substance can com» mfo direct conjunction with
another substance—but only mdirectly with colour which
mheres w substance and with the class concept which inheres
m the object of contact In this connection the usual
Nyaya rule quoted 15 J3fzdor a1 =7 Wi adRan ager
wfieaTHd AT & (R ) The difference between the
organ of hearing and other organs 1s that whereas these are
the products of their corresponding elements the organ of
hearing 15 ether 1tself i 1ts elemental form defined and
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conditoned by the cavity of the ear Thus of the four
elements the earth, water, light and wind, the corresponding
products are the sense of smell, of taste, of sight and  of
touch , while of the last element ether the sense of heanng
1s not a product but rather a conditioned form Thus
therefore the fourth mode of contact (@RAW )1s sunple
mtunate umon or inherence
P 8— gulw gafemAg Etc as already remarked

mmd was reduced to a quast-sensc by qTEEIFH m the process
of perception, for the nund medaates betw een the senses and
thesclf, but further 1t also plays the part of an imternal sense
Ithas thus a double function to perform  (x) Tt mediates bet-
ween the senses and the self and (2) plays the part of an m-
ternal sense having for 1ts object the workmng of the mind

Feclings Iike pam and pleasure and all volitons and cog-
nitions are regarded by the Nayaytkas as properties ( I )
of the soul, and these are percewved by contact of mind and
Soul The mind and the soul are both of them #&%s or
substances and hence a direct contact of them 15 possible ,
but the workings of the mind —thinking, willing and feelng—
bemg regarded as the properties of the Soul mhere i the
Soul by Samavaya, hence m the cogmition of pleasure
and pamn and such~the mode of contact 15 &ywAAT

P ro—aAary and Sam— The categorics of mherence
and non-cxistence both are held by Nyaya to be perceptible
while the & restucts (s power to non-exnicnce and
asserts that mhercnce 15 a matter of mfcrence  In ather
casc the contact of predicate and subject 1s held to apply on the
view that nherence and non-existence having no autonomous
existence can be perceived only as attributes of some objects
n which these are found

This sixth form of contact consists of two distinct kinds
corresponding to the divergence in the form of the progesition
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¢ negation may be regarded as an attribute of that which
18 contact as I GAWEFE TSY or negation as beng qualt-
fied by that which 15 mn contact as m YA TITAM:
But thls (onn of contact 1s usually called by the combined
name asspite of & i the form of
proposition employed, the resulting cogmition 1s of the same
nature—s 1dentical  Further this mode of contact 1
essence not a form of contact, as poiated out by the com-
mentator 1t 15 by the merest courtesy thatit 1s called o
o Itis not a &ay for a & 1s one and resides m two
(f&9 ), now A¥Tquda 15 m the first place not one and it
15 not Y, for the g resdes n ome object and the
fRsT m another  Hence it 15 not and cannot be a afbaT
or @9 Further we have to recognize the dualty of this
form of contact , for mstance m the proposition qAS w29
929 7 15 concerved as o 7R of ¥d@ which 15 1 contact
with the cye, Lhu'; m the knowledg of 9@ two relations
are as bined with the five
forms of contact or three my the case of ARAY gving rise
tothe cogmtion of T or FRATT

P11 @9TE g ®937 9700 commentators give various
explanations of &= hete  Before we proceed to consider
them, Iet us first conader @ Samayaya  Itis defined as—
garfagd g aaarr: while an sgarag s FAEACEARA-
ALY IAARAAARE a@gafEr It ( ugmw) denotes things
one of which 15 always (lq\mdunt on the other, as a prece
of cloth on 1ts threads, or a quahty on the substance, there
are five such pairs of ¥ZARE and so a Samaydya s STFA-
ft: eyt frafaadt wirasd frareafiia i
@A, The mtimate retation between these pams 1s
Samavaya or Inherence or mtimate umon  Tlis Samavaya
1 further regarded as one and fer and the @ 1s
proved by the argument that all positive products
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(Wrgrds ) arc generated m thewr matenial cause by
@A relation, a Samavayaif produced will require another
samavaya and so on ad nfintum  Samavaya has therefore
to be regarded as unproduced and hence [ed; the difference
botween @i and AT 15 that the former 1s Mf¥T
while the latter 1s [, and secondly whereas conjunction
cxists m things normally separate, Inherence 1s one and
consists of an eternal relation between things which cannot
exist separately  There 15 a serious divergence of view bet-
ween the two schools of Nyaya and Vasheshika regarding
the perception of Samavaya, the Naiydyihas are of opmion
that 1t 1s observed by perception while the vasheshikas
hold that 1t 1< not perceptible on the ground that a connec-
tion s percepible only whan the two connected things are
perceptible, wlule Samaviya often caists between  things
one of which may be imperceptible as m the case of sound,
which 1tself 1s perceptible but the sense of hearing with which
11 15 1 mtimate umonis not perceptible , and hence on their
view Samaviya 15 proved by mference only

What 15 possibly meant by &f¥@ seems therefore to be
this  that Samavaya 1s perceptible m some cascs only as 1n
the wasc of a jar and 1ts form or colour  Here both the
colour and the jar between which the rclation of Samavaya
exists are perceptible, hence Samavaya also n this case 1s
perceptible, while m other cases such as the Samavaya of
Sound and ether 1t 1s mercly a maiter of wference The
other view 15 that #9gd means that out of the five modes
of contact only threc can be employed m the perception of
Samavaya , thus we percetve Samayaya of colour ( &7 )
m a jar that 1s in contact with the eye ( §g® ), or the
Samaviya of §7q I YZ&Y (GEWEAE), or the Samvaya
of weg@ 1 ge7 (&AW ) The two remaning modes
of contact FIHEAN: and are mnot
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avatlable to us smce @HATT itsclf 1s the object of perception

P 12— dAEe g things remote by distance, by time
or by their very naturc are however perceived by the yogins
through AATeeqe ( ascetic perception ) We cannot per-
ceive a distant object or a thing of the past, or a thing like
an atom which 15 m 1ts very nature 1emote to us  Accord-
mg to Nydya an atom 15 the minutest possible part of any

bstance, an ducibl and hence 1t 15 not
gross or WEE[ANI® Perception  requires that object
percerved 1 gross or €& thus we cannot percerve an - atom
The ascetics however enjoy  super-normal perception,

a7 gwERarar Etc This Perception of ascetics 15 twofold,
the first when the mind 15 concentrated (wragqraT) and the
second whan 1t s not so concentratcd  The former 15 the
power of scers to preeve m an mtwitive vision the whole of
truth A contact of mind and soul togcther with the ment
{ wAfRERAR,) which the ascetie has acquired 15 the exact
cause of this form of supernormal knowlcdge  The second
and lower form of this supernormal  knowludge differs  very
Ditle from ordmary Perception It 15 by a contact of four
or three or two —that pereeption results as - the oxdmary
case according to the character of the thmg known Thus in
the perception by the ~ense organs of smell,  tastc, vison,
and touch four things—the objcet percerved the sense-organ,
the nternal organ (mmd) and the soul have to be in contact
with cach other  In the perecption of sound by the car—
the contact of the three—Ear, mind and soul1s a pre-requi-
sate smce sound mheres 1 Ear  While m the perception
of qualities like pam and pleasure a contact of two only
of mind and soul takes place, since these qualities inhere in
the soul.

P 13— ard7 Etc The power ascribed to seers of mntui-
tively knowing all things, according to Bhasarvajna 1s to
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be included under the perception of the Yogis, smnce both
are denved from high ment (SFEWaS ) There 15 a differ-
ence of opmion between Nyaya and Vaisheshika on this
pomt Prashastapada for instance divides 5|T 1nto four
kinds as under —

sar

|
pre ERCICIE IO
but according to Nyaya &1 1s not dificrent fiom fifiseqe.

Pages 13-14 raweaHy and fadgEcasmy —

Perception further 1s twofold, Detcrminate and Indeter-
minate The former 15 the causc of the apprehensionof an
object comprchending its connection with name and ~uch
bike aftributes while the latter gives the bare existence of
an object unconnected with  attributes  such as name
and form This twofold character of Perception has
to be recogmscd on the necessity that the perception of
an object as possessed of a certam character wiuch distm-
guishes 1t fiom other objects, 1s a complex process, since 1t
comprchends the cogmtion of the object 1tself and 1ts charac-
ter g2 cannot be knownas 82 before 82w itself 15 known @
so that at first thcre s the recogmtion that an undefined
something cxists, upon which later on when the determiming
character of the thng 15 known, determmate perception 1s
built up iaFer® s m later Nyaya defined as ammm

fugt: which comp
the relation of the quahfied and 1}10 qualifications such as
name, class etc Thus at first when o thing comes within the
range of our sight we apprehend 1t as an und d
thcn follows the recogmition of 1ts attributes, and thcse
give us de f
perception ( fAfiEsq®seTer ) 18 demed, and only determinate
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perception (@RATE® ) 15 accepted, such an assumption
would mvolve an ad mnfimtum regress, for we know that
determinate perception 1s analysed mto the knowledge of the
thing 1tself and the knowledge of its attnbutes, the know-
ledge of the thing itself and 1ts attnbutes 1s therefore a
necessary p 'y to de P P First we
know the faie7 as unconnected with its fySigors then the
Rrdrgars  themselves, and then only by synthetizing these
mmpressions we have determmate perception

If, however, the perception of any object or any quabty 1s
at once a determinate knowledge then such a perception
bemg determmate knowledge ( @f¥%sy® ) will comprehend
the knowledge of the fadrqor and ffisr The knowledge of 92
will be of the form gzmg® 92 Then the perception of g2ed
itself being 1t will hend {he led,
of 927 and 1its FHAM or FIW 9T and m this way
there will be sragear  To avord this difficulty 1t 15 necessary
to rcgard that first we have the mdeterminate perception
of an object and quality, and then only by an act of
mmagmation, there 15 the synthesis of these nto one
combmed determunate perception. The later Nyaya, insists
that the existence of this mdeterminate perception 1s known
by mference, whereas according to Bhasarvajna this indeter-
mimnate form s no mere mference, though not observed 1t
can be seen i any acquisition of knowledge The latest
development of this view approaches the psychological con-
ception of sensation as opposed to perception

P 15 The perception of the Yogis when the mind s
concentrated 1< also mdetermmate perception, because as
the commentator says n that ecstatic condition, the mnd
of the )Yogm apprehonds an object n the abstract ( FEJEAET-
LIELS




Second Parichheda

Tt 1o this 3fRFRTE (10

which distinguishes 8/gATE from g for both are 9Rtewrg-
LEGIEES

This 1nvariable connection (SIfA1WT) 15 described as the
natural accompamment of the middle term (reason) by the
major term (conclusion). What 1s meant by e¥m@a: ? The
commentator pomts out that this umversal accompaniment
must not be arbitranly concerved, but must be m the very
nature of things. Thus m the stock mstance of the umversal
accompantment of smoke by fire we know that there 1s causal
relation between smoke and fire and hence there 1s a thorough-
Iy convincing reason for believing them as ever together
for the cause 1s bound to be there where the effect 1s  But
on the other hand just the mnverse of the 71§y wall not come
true (viz 9% I w{g @7 @< 4&) There 1s no doubt a
causal relation between fire and smoke but still we know that
whercas an effect cannot be conceived without a cause, a cause
can be concerved as without an effect. Smoke cannot be with-
out hire but fire mey give nise to smoke or may not give rise to
smoke, 1ts effect To make this accompamument of fire and
smoke, 1 the latter mstance (I I !@: REKER COE
invanable one, we have to scek certan conditions In the
present case if the fire 1 an SEFGARATIS then we have
reason to say that the sifly, 95 % ifg: (e &ER )
@ % ga:, 18 correct. Thus we find that this =it 1 correct
under ceitamn conditions only or that 1t depends for 1ts correct~

2
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ness on a certam condition or 3q¥ techmcally called , so that
s wnota &9 but an 4
for a true =AY the g&g or A must be a ma-
tural one not onc that ts assumed for thc time bang, nor
one that depends upon some conditions

P. 17 SrA—How arc we to make oursdves swic of this
frreErgad ¢ What 1o m fact the means of armving at ond
the test of determimng this nmarability of concomuancc ?
By the repeated obscrvation of the associotion of fire and
smoke or 1 other words by the accumulation of numcrous
mstances 1 which this assoaation 1 found — But ol this
will not suthce to vouch for the wmivcrsality of the a3fy
Smee the generahzation 15 bascd npon o hmited number
of metances the  posstbilty  of o contradiction stll re-
mams S0 1t 15 pomted out that w ordar to know a
SR, not only 15 1t Necesay 10 obsne the associatior of
smoke and fire 1n numcrous mstances but there must not
also be a sngle anstance  m which  smoke s found
dissocrated from fire  GEFF and sARFRFAAE are therefore
the two causes of the knowledge of sqifly Thin absence of
contradiction can b estabiished by the reductio ad absurdum
process  Thusaf the S, 45 45 ym: &5 45 a1 not
troe, then its contradictory, ‘smoke 15 sometimes not
accompamed by fire’, must be truc  Thenin those cases
where smoke 15 found without fire 1t must have for its cause
something cse  Hemce fire 1s not the mvanable antecedent
of smohe and 1t cannot therefore be its canse  The conclu-
sion we arnve at that fire is not the cause of smoke 15 however
contradicted by actual experience We know for certamn
that fire s the cause of smoke and so our conclusion being
absurd, the assumption from which 1t was denved muset also
e wrong and 1t 'y our original sfy: be right,




Pan. 2] NOTES 19

What 1s sgarst ¢ There are dafferent wiews According
to some 1t 15 SFIHFM according to others 1t 15 , ac-
cording to a third view it 1s quag Of these our author
seems to favour the last view though he has not dcﬁmte]y
put 1t so Ths qeaT 15 also called ﬁrﬁv{m or ae{iqﬁ;ﬂmﬁ
In an micienual judgment the mental process might be re-
presented by the followmng three steps (1) The first 1s the
knowledge of smoke as assouated with fire m the kitchen-
room, (2) The second 15 the perceptive knowledge of smoke on
the mountam, (3) The third 1> the complex and denved know-
ledge ol the same smoke as my anably connected with tire

I'he propriety of these three steps will be clear when one
bears m mmd that i all mferences one nises  from a
particalar mstance  to a general  law  and  from
that gencral law again descends 1o a partiular instance
Thus m the stock mstance of the mference of fire on
mountam, we obserse kitchen-fire and kitchen-smoke as m-
variably associated  So Jong then as we have not risen o the
general law of the mvariable connection of fire and <mohke
and not any particular fire and any particular smoke we
shall not he able to proceed to any mference  Secondly, sup-
posing that we rise to this knowledge of a general law, 1f we
do not percerve smoke on the mountamn we shall not be able
to makc any predication about the mountamn We must, therc
fore, have the perceptive knowledge of smoke on the moun-
tam Thirdly, supposing we know the general law or &41fiy and
percerve smoke on the mountain shill so long as we do not con-
nect this general law with the particular instance of smoke
we shall not arrive at any conclusion  Hence W as
the knowledge of smoke on the mountan wlich s v@w{w

or mvanably connected with fire 1s necessary. Cf. com-
wentator p 18 top, as also Keshavamishra—
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s QAT A | A AR |
m(wﬁrgﬂr@ o . '

P 18 7, gmreadee 3--The percerved and the generally per-
cewved The former 1s the form of inference where the middle
term and consclusion are not heterogeneous and the latter
where they are so and the 1esult depends on an 1dea common
to the reason and conclusion The distinction 1s evidently bet-
ween matters of inference that fall under the sphere of sense-
perception and those which escape that test and therefore
must rest on abstract reasomng Thus, I GEAFIGRE we
dcduce the nature of an nvieible thing (a matter of infer-
ence which does not fall within the sphere of sense-percep-
twon) from a general law previously known suchc g as the
law of causality or the STHAI@WE  Soul, for mstance, 15 1n-
vistble and 1s proved to exist by the necessity that gig (cogmi-
twon) and other qualiies must reside m a substance
accordmg  to the gencral law that cvery quality must have
a substratum

. 19 A and gAA—Wholly  unk to
Gautama and Kanida a dstinction which s accepted
by the syncretist school though not adopted by SH@AHR
and FEER@N. @EigAE s mformal and  represents
the mental process through which an individudl passes
when he arrives at anmnferential yjudgment When, however, a
conviction 1s sought to be produced in the mind of another we
shall have to set out m words the prenuses This qxrgiger
18 based upon @raTga™ The premises which are discerned
by one man and imparted to another through the medium
of language are likely to be misunderstood or misconstrued
and therefore require to be stated with formal precmon Thus,
ST has pomted out in his FrAfEF—ITAGAH TR
%, ARgAE g gARAE The fist 15 SR, the
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second Le #q§ or a syllogism 1s essential to &

99T but not to a. gara. If then qHF 15 WIETHS
why should 1t not fall under gegwaM ? But (#r% ®rla-
ARE) we say that the words are mdeed helpful in 1m
parting knowledge mn the present nstance, but they are the
cause of the judgment 1n nference only m a secondary sense
Words are the cause of conveymng to the hearer’s mind

& which leads to 8igArd It 1s 1n fact a process -
duced by another’s words mn the hearer’s mind, and 1s thus a
mental process (@Aed®) which 1s the real inferential ope-
ration .

qEaad qEqy 1o the five-membered syllogism, the five
members are respectively (1)  proposition  (11) reason
() example (\) application (v) conclusion”

A proposition 1s the statconnt of the subject with a desire
to establish somcthmg clse ( &ra ) regarding 1t This de-
sire may b for one’s own sake or for the sake of others , and
1t does not matter that we have the same knowledge from an-
other souree, ~0 long as we have the desire to establish it by
1nference.

P 20 WrgaeeHTE cic Itas the statement of the reason
as capable of bing the mstrument ( of the conclusion nfer-
red) It 1s threefold —(1) Positive-negative (u) purely nega-
tive (m) purcly postive

T oove GG | Ao, TGIHEE | The subject
15 one that has the major term as its attnbute The perva-
si0n of the subject by the middle term 15 FgwR@. 1t will
thus be found that the defimtion of a 9& as given by
Bhasarvajfia 1s rather defective in so far as 1t anticipates
the conclusion For nstance, i the stock example 93w 15 the
qa; according to this defintion the subject 9dd 15 one that
has fire (a thing as yet to be proved) for 1ts attnibute. I,
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therefore, at the outset fire 1s recogmsed as an attribute of
the subject, where 1s the nccessity of proving its existence
on the mountain by the process of nference > The defim-
tion given by later wrnters 1s, therefore, an improvement;
GfETIaTTAIT T8: — a subject 15 one on which the cxistence
of the conclusion (major term) has to be proved iRrdars-
@ & | 1t 15 something of which the predi-
cate to be mferred 15 doubtful Thus a mountain is a &
hecause 1t 15 a matter of doubt whether 1t has fire or not
In the casc i which we know positively that the mountam
has got fire but we wish to prove the same to another by
means of a syllogism the mountain ceascs to be aqay  for
want of doubt To remove this objection1t s <aid that
(ven a desire to prove (faam@an), even though there be no
doubt, 15 sufficient to make a thing qgg.
fg—m the first place the reason must be present
1 the subject, otherwise as m the mstance —asgIsfeTaTeg-
geard, 92ad,  the reason will b mcondlusive , for the reason
WA 15 ot at all found m the subject g7, sccondly, 1t
must be present mall that are included under the minor
term  otherwis as in gREAIRAYES 7o TN the reason
aae 1o found only i part of the nunor term g while
it not met with o s, a7 and arg, 0 that 1t 15 void of
any concluston, similarly 0 G2EE A SFES@IE the
reawson cannot prove the preduate (frega) of the subject
(T2IFIEM) as1t1s found only n STEIT and not n w2 This
reason 1s therefore HAMRAE
P, 21 Q1GAATAI—ctc A qq8F 15 one which 15 possessed of
an attubutc that 15 homogeneous with the predicate (8197) e g.
the katchen (RgIAE) 15 such a @987 because 1t possesses
an attribute (fire) which 1s sinular to the fire (F1%7 ) that 1s.
to be predicated of the mountain
HIYEA 15 the sccond §F of the WAFARMZY The
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reason must be present cither m all similar examples (q7gs)
or m some of them In the stock cxample all fiery things
are 7> The reason (ia7ed) 15 not present n all qwys
but 1n part of them , 1t 15 wanting n 8RS a red-hot ball
of wron  But 1f 1t 15 found that the reason 1s present only 1n
the q& or the subject and not present in any of the q9&s or
the stmilar examples, 1t becomes fallacious yFaaa (vord)
as in (et FAATY the reason () 15 present only
earth(¥ ) and not anywhere m similar mstances (&9&s) hike
the cther, the Atman, the mind ctc  The later defimtion of a
q9e 1> fAETErAAT F98

grrEgaaal—etc a dissimlar example (@) 1o a thing
that 15 possessed of attributes that are heterogencous with
the predicate ¢ g the lake (g&) 1 possessed  of attributes
which ar¢ difierent from the attribute (%ffq=a) that 1s pre~
icated of the mountamn In no dissinular instance must  the
reason be found , otherwise as 1n Fegt feq. SATEArg AW |
he Teason WA 15 found n f9egs ke 92, 92 cte 1 e m
sifer things,  and hencc it s fallacious

saIfirardgaa—It 1s the presence of the reason m the sub-
ject of the proposition which 15 not contradicted by facts,
thus i 8fif ST FARAM TZIA the reason FAFA 1s pre-
sent i 8@ the subjcct of the proposition Sify &igsn which
15 contradicted by actual facts (ST some one of the means
of true knowledge, here Sege)

srae@aggea—There arc two conceptions w regard to the
nature of this condition , the one as expressed here by
Bhasarvajiia and the other is the conception of later Nyaya,
which 1s passingly referred to by Bhasarva)fia under forgr-

R’ According to Bhasarvajna SFEeHfqqeRd means that

the rcason ought not to fulfil the first threc prerequisites
of a vahd Hetu (vgeder, gudrae, Ragrasarge) if it 1

such that 1t can prove a conclusion as well as a counter-
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conclusion  Thus mn the following T8 Red: TaraueiceR-
aveard, we find that TEIEAREIAIE 15 (&9 and that the
same reason can prove the #if\e@e of &g, as 1t 15 possible to
argue 4| g liter-
ally means—not bcmg coumcrba.lnnccd by a nival reason, as
1n 3T e wﬁwwm@m«r& the reason has
a nival 1n Rraarfgaed which can predicate 8fAeqea of g
as m the proposition g R fAAHTEAEA; thus here
are two reasons fdafyae and sifequdigass which prove
mutually contradictory conclusions m regard to one and the
same subject  This 15 the later conception of esfdqer which
15 however wide enough to embrace the earlier onc, as a reason
can be regarded as itself 1ts own nival, 1f 1t proves two mutu-
ally contradictory conclusions of the same subjcct

P 22 GRAY | AOEHEIIREEIA | The reasonisfurtlier two-
fold as 1t 1s present in all stilar instances or only mn a sec-
tion of them [Fhus Fd@ 15 a reason which pervades all
Aqgs (which are all #fae things m the present instance)
Now an objector points out that this reason 15 not @gg-
9% but FIFFLF, for this reason 15 not present m FRT-
1@ whuch 15 a §9& since IATHIF 15 not eternal - Before how
ever we proceed to meet this objection let us make clear the
conception of W@ It 15 defined as AN, Q=" HEATT
It 15 non-existence which has no beginning, but which has
an end Thus the SRTH of o jar would be that state of 1t
before clay was fashioned by the potter into a jar  One does
not know how long the jar wasm this pre-nascent state In
fact 1t can be said of a particular object that 1t was mn this
state of non-existence from the very beginning of the world ,
1t was when the object was created that this its antecedent
state of non-existence ceases to be But what 1s meant by
saying that SIT3E ceases to be ? Or that there 1s the Tq
of I ?  Nothing save that an object has come into
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existence, for we cannot concerve of the non-existence (!WI'R)
of a non-existence (FFTA) So that the above objection
can be met with by pomnting out that since 1t 1s hard to con-
ceive of the &9/ of GNIATA, FFTHIA can by no means be
the &9eF 1n the present mstance There 1s 3lso another way
of meeting the objection for which vide commentary page 22.
AT | et Here the whole phrase upto J&AR 18
the g Let us consider the propriety of the scveral words
in the phrase If 1t were said that sound 15 non-cternal be-
cause 1t 1s §fZF9TEr, then the soul which 1s also s wall
have to be regardid as non-eternal which 1t 15 not  Thus
there 15 no universal association of §AFHMEA and iReqH
Hence the qualification @ Soul 15 =A@ and thus
1t will be excluded  Yet the atoms which are FiRa@RIwm
are known to be cternal, which will, if the concormtance of
afyanmera and sifiaea were true, become &ifd  So the
further qualification ®1grgM&  Still according to theNyaya,
Igam @ safnmy A% agar wReEd, a generality 3
SEALIRAM AN, so that 1t will have to be regarded as
non-eternal, whereas a generality 1s eternal — To  exclude
Ry therefore 15 the further restriction in the §g—4
| Tor a generahty (W) can never be the substrate of
another gencrality or that 1t can never be AT It at
were 0, then there would be a multiphcation of such genera-
Iities ad infimtum, one generality residing m a4 second
generality, thisma thirdand soon So toavord such a regressus
ad wfimitum, the rule 1s given that a generality can never be
the substrate of anothergeneraity ~We have thus a faultless
reason STERIfE etc This ¥F 15 AIFEKTIY because some
sfied things lihe §@, g @:—etc are not WX &fer &-
. For we know that they ore perceived
by the contact of mind and soul, and that 1t 1s en internal
corgan ‘Mind’ and not any external ore that perceives
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them Thus the given g 1s present ir a part of the HUgs
(sifa@ objects)

P 23 Sragsafiiat Ia@radt and Fq@sqiaar — The conco-
mitance between reason and conclusicn can either be  posi-
tive or negative, and ma normcl state 1t 15 possible to
establish both relations  Thu. m “ where there is simoke,
there 15 fite ” we have po-itive concomutance to which therc
is the negative counterpart “‘where there 15 no fire, there 1s no
smohc " This twofold nature of concomitance 15 attributed
to reason and thus we got threr vericties of rea cn, thet u
regard to which we can state the concomitance n a positive
as well as negetive form, that i wlich we can state the con-
comitonce m the posttive form only, and thet m which we can
state the concomitance m a negative form only  The first
kmd 15 already discussed , the five conditions which the 8-
ISR 15 required to fulhl are with due  illustrations
fully cvpahned  Of these five conditions (TH&ETs) Faeradt
1 required to fulfil fow, the conditon RqgEEaITaE 15 by
the very nature of the casc excluded , for as a matter of
fact the condusion m such o case > co-Catensive with all
evistenee and thus no Bqe can be found Thus w the stock
propostticn FEISATRT AT we tind that the qea (cor -
dusion) $RERTE has an extonsion thot covers 21l eatstence,
80 that we carnot mect with o dissumlar case where such o
condusion - found wanting  So that the test of a Fa-
SR 1cason 1 that 1t 15 not possible to pomt to a fATE

Uhe Fawsgfata or purely ncgative reason, sumlatly s
required to fultil four, for 1 this case the condition gagrEe
cannot be umposed as w fact no &9&F (sumilar case) exists
In the stock example Sfaadd qrend soRwar  Lving
organrms have souls since they possess amimal functions ™
there can be a negative concomtance only since the ﬂI'IfH‘
I7 9 ax a7 can be
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by the case of o pot whereas the positive proposs
tion I IF MRAF qF qF qrA®AR cannot be wlus-
treted since the conclusion (@ieA®e) has precisely the
same extension as the subject sfiqd AT If however we say
ofaa. gageRt @eas SomgAEer, 1t will be possible to ad-
duce a probative example such as fiag, FFETAR to Ulus-
trate the proposition ¥ IT AONRAM AT AT HAFA
since the subject has a less extension than the  (@re%)
ccrelusion

FEAAT WAGIM—Thus the cssence of a Iqe= &G
concists i the T bemng  co-existent with all existing
things  1f however 1t be said that #FeqfEcaerd the @y
1 the present case 15 not conterminous with the whole class
of existing thimgs sinee there are many things i the umverse
which are unknown to us and which we cannot know (¢ g
fAgn) the answer 1s that the Hearese@ 15 it the one
detcrmined by our own hmited capacity , 1t 1 an object of
the ommuscience of God

FAAFAATGHANT, et vide the nterpretation of the
commentator  According to Nyaya theorics pleasure, pam,
menit, demerit ete are known directly through perception
some of them arc perceptible to us such as pleasure and
pain, some are perceptible to the Yogis such as gat e
and some other things though imperceptible to us or to the
Yogs are perceptible to God  So that there 1s not one thing
the world which 15 not #&a¥ag@s The Mimamsakas how-
ever hold that pleasure, pamn, mert, dement arc not
perceptible but exther inferable or taken on vcrb1l authority
Thus 1 the present judgment all HEQSAIGE Objects are
the @gegs which include 92, 92 and such, as also pleasure,
pamn and such, The §g under consideration, however (Hi®i-
YHMIATALA) 15 present i some of the §qers g@, g@ and
such, while 1t 15 absent 1n 42, 92 etc, so thatit s
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—the Fq@saRitdl 8 can be stated n two differ-
ent ways with the usual ablative ending of the words
mdicating the reason, or by appending e<Iid to the word,
expressing the reason. Thus we find two different ways of
stating a proposntmn as under

ShFee AreRs SRR, |
and FETGRAN as
§¢ Waeal 7 Ranead saomRRaETEr |

A &7 15 a contingency that 1s fatal to known facts , m the
above proposition 1f a hving orgamsm 1s assumed to be with-
out soul (RrTraT®) 1t will 1nvolve the further contingency
of the hving orgamsm being without ammal functions
), thus the tion of pomts toa con-
Lluswn CEitiie] w]uch 15 contradicted by actual facts, for
we know that a hiving orgamsm cannot be a living organism
1f 1t 15 without animal functions It will be found that this
15 3 kind of a hypothetical reasoning 1 which the first simple
process of reasoning 15 imphait Thus expanded we have—

44 freedn fromsasnRuasdna—Rg @ FrEed |-
WHNA SREAT |

Fearma—

P 25 Egomut@ar ctc Virtually the same definition as 1s
given by the Bhashyekara  1f any one of the raqusite cor-
ditiors of a true Hetu 1s not complied with by the reason
urged 1 an orgumeat, the reason 1s ¢nly app. rently o rease®

Of the s1x hinds of fallacics—the first the futile or the un-
real (&%) 15 the one when the presence of the mddle term
m the mmor terin 1 doubtful, th second—the contrarv
( fagx ) 1s thot where muddle term 1s present n the mmox
term and 1 2 cissimilar irstance (g8 1 e that which 1 not
homogener uswith the major term) , th, discrepant (S¥®SF)
occurs where the muddle term 1s present m the mincr term,
the similar mstance and the dissimular instance, the vord
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resscn (WAERYE) 1s found only i the mnor term, and 18
ncapable of proving the conclusion, the c«ntradicted (&1~
FAGRE, the mistimed) 1s a reason which 1s present in a sub-
ject that 1s contradicted by means of ancther proof; the
countsrbalanced ( N&UWER Literally equal to the question)is
the one that proves & d a counter- lus1on, and
yet complies with the first three ccnditions of a vald reason.
We shall discuss cach of these fallacies aleng wath ats sub-
divi 1008

P 26 ®fyg¥ar—The many sub-varieties of the unreal
reoson which our author has given cen be reduced to two

broad divicions-—t! and the ngg For 1t will

be found that the vaneties—sTRFIGE, RendE, fgm-

g, s, 7 3 <, , dR-
ltimately recolve th

mtc the general charactenstic that the reason 15 absent
the subject  Of th three principal divisie ns of this fallacy 1
later Nya, 5 author
gives the first twc  nnly re]ectmg the third which seem~
to have been regarded by him as equivalent to the discrepant
(sih@ia®) The threc specics of later Nyaya rest ir the
three factors mvolved m the reflection (qqmm)) which 1s the
proatmate cause of mfurential judgment, viz the subject the
rclation of the middle term to the subject, and the relation
of the middle term to the major term. If the subject 1tself
1 unreal the reason becemes mconclusive for want of a sub-
ject. This1s &IBFATRAE or unreal as regards the substratum,
exemplified 1 the stock stance WA GUA HIAZAT,
where the sky-lctus 1s wholly mmagary and heuce unreal

@R (the unreal in 1tsalf) 15 the reason which does not
exist 1n the subject and ther.fore connot afford the basis of
ay reasoning  Thus in the instance W@ €o%: WYY~
A we find that SgNe 15 not present i the subject,




30 NYAYASARA fPan 2

while 1t 15 cssential that the reason is apprchended as an at-
tribute of the subject The third varety sreaeifg (unreal
in regard to concomtance) occurs where either concomi-
tance dees not exist, or where the concomitance 15 condi-
t1omal (shaifrE). Thus m g GRIF G we find that the
s, a9d, § L W0, docs not present atself to be -
variable or wevitablr, while 1 q¥at AT agmxa ‘he
=i, a7 A a7 a7 @, will b true onlyl dhe fire
16 produced from wt fuel

According to our author the &f¥g occurs where the pre-
sence of the middle torm 1 the subject 18 aoubtful  (sifrRre-
quafirr) 1 o where the first cordition of a truc hetu (Teraie)
15 violated SgRAFIMEE unreal owmg 1. picsence m o
different substratum , for 9287 FAFE o1 a~ another readmg
giIves us 928 Fd%a@, the reason 1s presnt n a substratum
that 15 altogether different from the subject

qWETAE aft SgTEA——Here the 1cason has two parts

e PAdNT  (GEEGEE afd) and the R (ITEA).
sound 15 GTAFFET, but 15 not =&y, henee the reason fanls
i respect of the 1§97 The Fysigm i the restretine
attnbute, and  the R 5 a wod thet s thus
hmited by a restnetive attnbute, the distinction rest on
purely grammatical cenceptions  In 139 A AFITAT,
the relation of principle and subordmatc (faieg and frym)
1 changed by a vanation s the syntas and case-relation.

P 27, WANRE~—The rcason SIFI=TFA 15 not present n
all kind- of sounds but enly in s.me of them  Our subject 15
sound wn general and not particular sounds, so that the
reason 1s partly real and partly unreal A true rcason ought
to be present in the whole of the subject.

or SH or matter is a concep-
tion of the Simkhyn philosophy ; it has po real exstenc.
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SYTAGERAT—The subject comprises of three SUT, g&§ and
i‘!‘(, of these the first 1s unreal, so that the Hetu is m part un-
real sadiadsm@E— The dmmctuor between RE=MAZ and

4y and @3 s this i the
former eather the fgigor or xhc ﬁm of the hetu 15 totally
absent m the subject, wlile m the latter they are superflu-
ous m FaF@ AR amEggwr we find that the Visheshana
e AT 15 sutficint for our purpose and that FrFAATAI
the Visheshya has no purpose t¢ scrve  Both the Vicheshana,
and Visheshya are present ar the subject but there 15 un-
necessary hmitation of the reasen Thewe two vaneties &3~
o8, sadfiteiRig mght bo regarded as cases of -
<@g Here we tnd that the superfluous (&54) Visheshana
or Visheshya docs not make the reasor false, ond the ar-
gument will m spitc of 1t be vabd  Sumlarly i the stock
example gagt qx;sn{rﬁaqma olthough the adjective #1515
superfluus, 1t does not make the hetu actually folsc, and
the ergument will be correct im spite of the superfluous
adjective  Hence the moderns regard ths not as a Hetva-
bhasa but only as a tault of language called #ifig®  The reason
why  this 15 regarded as STORAIGR 15 that the addibon of
a qualthcation #eq convevs by implhication that unqualified
7 15 not mvarsably concomitant with ifg but that it 1s
the Timtation #@9= that makes concomitance  between
% and !lg mvariable - But such 1s not the casc, for we
know that unqualified smoke and fire are mvanably
associated

It will be readily seen that the defimtion of g (SIf-
&aeggRr) given by our author 1s not applicable to these
two cascs. For we know that spite of the superfluous
Visheshana or Visheshya the reascn 1s fn@quggi®y:. In the
proposition Sfe: . FABR WA AWFATATT, though the
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Visheshya GTRTREEIA, 15 superfluous yet the reason ga&e
QR WRAEITARL 1s present m the subject geg—for &y 15

Fa% and FAIIA,
—Where there 1s doubt about the nrture of the

reason  Thusif o man s not sure that he sees smoke on the
mountain and not mist then 1t will not be possible for him to
draw any correct merCnC(. from cuch a doubtful reason

In and i q either the Visheshya
part of a reason or the Visheshana part of 1t, presents a
doubt any way reflection (f%ﬁlﬂlwﬁ ) 15 1mpeded and hence
17 correct ferenc can be drawn ST SGURATAGAA 15
a character of the reason which cannot be positively attributed
to Kapula, the 9 Hence the reason 1s unrcal

7 qasfgagr ctc —If these varicties of the unreal are
acceptable to both the partics to a dispute, then these will be
called “ unreal for both the disputants 7, 1f again these are
acceptable to any one of the disputants, they will be  called
“unreal to one of the disputants " Thus in the proposition
s Teg: AR both the Mimamsaka (the wegfaraaardy)
and the Naryayika accept that @3 s not A1e¥ and therefore
the reason AT, 15 unreal according to both  Butn the
Proposition ©15%  RTE* FAFAT, the reason Faswed will not
be accepted as an attnbute of the subject F%& by the
Munameaka, while the Nayayiha will mamtamn that greg
15 5%, 50 that the rcason Fas@a will be unreal (fg)
to the Mimamsaka and real to 3 Naiyayiha, Itis therefore
SR,

fagg--The contrary 1s descnibed by our author as the middle
term which 1s found 1n the subject and a dis-simular example
(Rrogr)  Further he divides 1t mto the two broad divisions
gRraas and siqr@ETEY 1. e, when the reason 15an
and when 1t 1s a 3qwqfRRF  For as already explained 1
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a purely nezative reason (¥¥@S4fATEY the second condition
(@I} 15 ox hypothess excluded since no VY exists,
the subject (7&f) and the predicate (@me%) having an equal
extension  The contrary raason is so called because it serves
to prove exactly the oppostte of the conclusion 1t 1s adduced
to estabhsh. Thus i the argument “ Sound 1s eternal, because
it a product,” the reason that 1t is a product does not
prove that sound 15 eternal but just the opposite that 1t 1s non-
eternal

qgRraereqias— the hetu e 15 present w the whole of
the 98 (viz @15g) and also 1n the wholc of the Rrqer- (r.e.

ltﬁar objects)
TEATTH a2 i ESEIG (ol
The hctu 15 qgETE  smce all sounds are FEAEA ({ € a
generality such as Fege resides 1 them) and are perceptible
to owm senses But 1t 15 present m part of the fiqey because
we know that all %feg objects are not WHTITY W SEATIR-
@ since the qualities of the soul ¥&, &, g etc,
arc perceptible to our nternal sense and not to our external
senses
P 29 uF@EAAFA 15 a hetu which 15 present i a part
of the subject &eg smce some sounds (such as the soughing
of wind through the branches of trees) are not the product of
any body's effort Sunularly a1l SR objects (the fqe) are not
TqEAFada® but only some  The ¥¥& 15 to be understood as
the effort of an ammate bemng, as otheiwise §WRITS beng
the antecedent of al, the hetu will be qefyg&=qTE.
AR Roeeurrd—The hetu Fawa 1s found in a part
of the qiy (JRA) since there are the atoms of earth which are
unproduced, ana as such are not §a®. It 1s present in the
whele of the ATe 2 ¢. Mf¥er objects since all non-eternal
things are known to be products.

3
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w etc s K present 1 all
sounds mndaknpreeentmthewhuleofmehi e
gverything that is not an

~Thus netuis prcsent m some sounds and
not in other, thus 1t s Wh‘ 3 similarly it 15 present
in some of the fagags asn 92, wza.l\cl not present m other:,
as &%, ®1®, ARAT, SEW ete and thusitis
i@ —This hetu 1s present 1 the whole of the sub—
ject @eg, since all sounds are sensible to the ear , while 1t 15
present m a part of the fva like 92, 92 etc and not present
in part of 1t like g@, 3:@ ctc. Thusitis
FqqreA%e is a hetu which 1s present in the whole of thc
Rg; for 82, T SRAT ctc all these objects that compnse the
faqy are not 9FA® but FEEIE  Of the subject W g we
know some sounds to be 9gr@t® and others not so. For a
qg is  word which ends with 2 nominal ¢r verbal affix.
Obviously the sound of a drumn, cannot claim to be UgTRTF.

P. 30 7g ¥@R ¥ etc  Of the eight varieties menti ned
there are four r which the hetu1s : Now if a
hetu 15 FEFHFEREIN: 1t becomes WG ; ond m fact we have
recogniced this character «f a hetu under ArRAY. How 1o
it then that thesc are also regarded as vaneties of fagg and
enumer ated under 1t ?

Fag=ggoigaaea etc This however 1s no objection, for since
the hetu has the character of both, &%® and faeg this
hetu might be mentioned under both  Thus a balance when
it serves as an strument to weigh becomes a wwror, while
when one tests its correctness, the same balance becomes a
w&4. So that one and the same object 15 called by different
names ; even so one and the same hetu might be called by two
different names afrg and faeg

—The discrepant; the muddle term is present
in the sllb]ect 1 the example and in the counter-example ; 1t
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therefore violates the second condition (RgTsg®s) Thus
in Wt RrrRrET the hetu * the ion of homs " does
not prave a particular animal to be a cow, since we laow
that a buffalo also has horns. Hence the conclusion, * this
is a cow, "’ ceases to have any certamnly and remains an abject
of doubt. This however 1s not fi%g or the contradictory,
since n 1t the conclusion that 1s denived through the reason
15 directly opposed to the desired conclusion (A7) as mn &g
fcq: FawEM, where the reason Fa®es serves to be the basis of
the conclusion that sound 1s not eternal, which conclusion is
1 direct opposttion to the APy that sound 1s cternal  But
ma hetu, many conch are possible and no
one particular conclusion can be mentioned as mevitable and
wvanable, thus from the hetu fAgIRIA for bass we can ifer
several thimgs, that the ammal before us 15 exther a cow, or a
buffolo, or an antilape and so on, we cannot sav definitely
that 1t 15 a cow and no other

The fundamentum divisoms 15 the some as employed
the divisions of the &%, with this difference that here 1 a
combination of threes and not of twos as i the former

P. 31 954w etc The reason SEH&T 1» present only
part of the 9&y (9yl) since the atoms of carth are not
perceptible , sumtlerly 1t 15 present in part of Rqg smce
some like 92 92 are perceptible while others the Zq%¥s are
amperceptible , (according to Nyaya the guy®s are non-
eternal but imperceptible to our senses) ; and 1t 18 present in
part of §IY (¢ e. AT thngs), since 1t is met with n a
generality whil 1t 1s not found in ether ().

S —This hetu 1s not foundn #3: which 1s a part of
the ag7; for mind1s atomuc, hencc ﬁ It 15 ake m_
?ﬂ‘!ﬁ:—smce of the Drevyas, some like the earth, are “
while others Iike &TT, WrwTSr are Sg; while WHER 1s
present in the whole of the fag 4. ¢. the wmews or Koy
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SgTACRTGs 7 ¢ the remainmg six categories I, &, T,
fd WA and s
srfrsRRTTIRR AT —This nvclves the explanation of some
of the Nyay1 doctrmes According to Nydya there are
twenty-four qualitics which are enumerated 1 the follow-
g vereus memoriales ~
o qUT ®Y TE T TN
i wEa Rk geFE T @ |
AP e e I N
& 7@ g @R 39 Tt T |
A AT T W 7 N
Of thewe the specific qualitics (w ) are —
FEANTE TTa S Area 7|
STETNTEATRISA! ST SRR o
Now 1t 1s believed by the follow cms of Nyiyn that th quah-
tis of the soul (JEAEWZH ) are momentary i character (2 €
ORI ) bl soun 1 15 @ (ArEoTERIER) as soon
s soma 15 praduced 1t dies wd s replaced by another
Sy that o gfoETEIEES 1o prosent m the soul and the
ctuer (@) ninowhcre . H ncethe hetu erfimmam
WORTRAT 15 ATFATEEATF d GBI
SFAARE—Tt 15 deseribed 15 1 rcwon that 1s found to be
pr > ntonly m the mnor tam and nowhere (Ise and further
st1smepable of proving the required conclusion (qrqTaTI%)
{hus dwstinguishes 1t from the purely negative reason (Fqersgfa-
@ for « purely negatine reason 1s also present only mn the
mmor { nn and nowhere clse but unlhe a vord reason
(o1 7)1t 15 perfectly vahd and proves a required con-
«luwson - Most wnitcrs on Ny&sa have rejected the voud as a
separatc fallacy and have classed 1t under stmife®  In
the syncretist school, for instance, the sf&(fa® 15 of three
kands, the too general reason (grgrew) the too restricted
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Teason ( ) and the 1 reason (STHEG).,
Of these the first 15 treated by Bhasarvajfia under
*dw1Ras proper, while the latter two are put by him under

§3 sificd s@m—Here the subject 15 50 extensive as to
admt neither of examples or counter-examples In fact all
things are mcluded i the subject, and nothing 1s left out
side the sphere of the Paksha that can be denommated
erther as Sapaksha or Vipaksha  Hence the nature of &
forbids the possibiity of the second (@9&r §e¥) and the third

.) of the conditrons bemg comphied with

FeAM—Obviously this reason 15 prenent 1 part of the
subject ‘all’ smce we know that many things i the world
are not products

e —etc  Here the reason * bemg a spea-
fic quality of ether " 1s found only 1n the subject *“sound ””
and nerther i a Sapaksha (things non-cternal) nor m a Vipak-
sha (things eternal) This 1s the too restncted reason (S1&~
arw). It otfends aganst the second condition (GY¥ WAR)
since 1t occurs nowhere outside the subject itself  Here ats
absence from counter-examples (RIgGIEENYIR) > cortmnly a
favourable aircumstance, but ats absence frem o Sapaksha
invahdates the conclusion which therefore remains a matter
of doubt.

P. 32 R 15 always zeanB@ Hence the reason 1s too-
Testricted Secondly, 1t daes not occur n all the Dravyas but
in some and so 1t 15 TGERTIM. The Dravyas arc TYRIGTN-

TEERZRA #: 1 &9 1 Of these 317 (ether), &r®,
g, Zga: (souls) are Ay and are ncarporeal, so that
qW cannot reside in them.

¥ %74, Jeqma—Here the @19 15 fAdd; the Vipa-
Asha theroforc would be s1fed things—but they are included
in the subject ¥ %A and thercfore the reason does not admit



38 NYAYASARA Parl. 2

of any ccunter example (Vipaksha), the reason Frntrse
occurs only 1w the subject &4 %A and 1s thus the too-res-
tocted reason

amggt—This  agamn 1s the too-restucted reason
swce 1t 15 found only 1n the subject ¥ HW furthcr 1t s
not co extnsive with the Pakshr but 94&2q3f since some
praducts like the qualities of the soul pleasurc  pun cte
which are produced in the soul being of an abstract and
meorporenl nature cannot have parts (873FEs)

§F—As the has well  ponted
out (upr page 25) this 1s a reason which 1s mentioned when
the prop r time of mentionng 1t has passed away (HET
S@%A afwT @y I®) for 1t 15 mopportune to dduce 1
rea on ts prove 1 conclusion the negation of which 15 ascer
tanca by another and presumably a stronger evidence The
qu@ of th sibjct 1 contradictcd by mcans of another
proof winch definately proves the ncgation of the consequence
which the © 4501 15 tended to (stablish — Thus in Sif3Rge.
FAFAE we hnow through p reeption that fire 15 Fs and
her anee there 1 no doubt as to whether fire 1 39 o1
s Ar 1s U chatterof APk by

HFAAAEE — TRITIAAAAT, e An atom 15 inpereptible
tou at (astn hewover ss proved by the necessity that
i the doviron of 1y wb tone tha must 1T 4 ccrtan
Iinut neyond which there can be no division i patts Al
substances thus will Te 1educed by division to their infim
tesimal parts (qe@mys) [t s aid that such a division can
be continued ad mfiitum 1 that case we will have to
«quate mount Meru with a mustard seed for the parts of the
wountan re mfinite and ~o arc the parts of a mustard seed
they therfore are equal winch 1s absurd Hence in the
dwision of 1 thing mto parts we will have te stop some
wher»—and that 15 the atom Now the very argumient
which proves the etstence of an atom also vols es the proof
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of its ebernality ; for if it be regarded as transitary i
would mean that it came into existence without a material
cause which is absurd ; and hence as the commentator points
out it is not a product (FERAEAERITAAR, SFAN:),
therefore the inference which proves the existence of am atom
also proves its eternahity Hence when one says gxaremt
sfagr: that 15 a self-contradiction, since the very fact of one’s
having accepted an atom as an existing thing involves also
the acceptance of 1ts eternality

P. 33— Tq1—~—Here since winc 15 a dnnk, 1t 1s certamly
ﬁ’ll’ Hence by o= we have to understand ¥ ARy AT

ST |

iﬁ%’r etc Mooulight, for instance, 15 &S0 but fire or
the heat of the sun 15 o and hence the conclusion sygeres
is contradicted m part of the subject by perception.

P 34—Frmaar 15989 etc  According to Nydya,” &My
1 4 quahty of g, g, J: and a1F; &7 and & of gAY
sy, A T of g and wiq ; and 7 of gk only It
i believed bv the Naivavikas that these qualities are even
m the atoms of earth & or AREFWMA and hence &-
fay. Similarly the quahty z& n the atom of Ju: 1s
%% and so WA This 1s proved by inference for
which vide commentary Hence of the subject f@mtay: &v-
@A some are known to be ufi through nferr
ence , <o that Rrgrer i regard to these 1s contradicted by
mference The propriety of the several quahfications of the
reason, 15 pointed out by the commentator Thus mere

does not ensure that the quality 1s cternal; for
4 13 a quality residing in an atom and 15 yet non-etémnal ;
hence SHREYRY which excludes &Rt which 15 only S
and not MR Yet Ry is a quality which resides in atoms
and s pervasive m character, but it 15 non-eternal; to ex-
clude this the further qualification THFAMERAEA &R, Dua-
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lity does not preduce something that 15 homogeneous
with'itself , for when two atoms which are wmperceptible to
the sense come together they form a @u® The duahty i
the two atoms produces STYRWI in the @Y% Duality thus
does not produce a quahty which 15 homogeneous with itself.
In the instance G% all these qualities are found It 1 fA®
it 15 SqT9% or UNFWART, and 3t produces oneness which 1s
homogeneous with 1self

TG — S TF TFATGAITIATA, | Here the reason
fulfils the first three conditions of a valid Hetu; for sound
15 THATEATAT as 1 fact 1t 15 the Pakeha , all aifr things
are the Sapaksha and the hetu 15 simularly present i them *
while a Vipaksha (all f@ things) 1s obviously not qaaqs-

But 1n the same way it can be <shown that the

same reason can prove fa@e of sound thus, fw: eg: g&-
AReAATAA,, and can be shown to be A& in this
latter argument also

@it the contrary but non-discrepant occurs
where in one and the same subjecu can  be shuwn the
presence of two homwgeneous and mutually mntmd\ctory
reasons  In @ % SHAAM and WG, W TR,
the reasons are not homogencous (JEIRET), since AT 13
chscrepant and I 15 €T Hence ths 1 not a case of
frarafrRi  Secondly the reasons must be contrary s ¢

roving inutually opposite conclusions, (7%
;«mm i) fore @ RggagavaTd & Rregreafvard |)
This 1dea of a RIEETAIIRT 15 shightly different from the later
Satpratipaksha 1t which a reason 1s counterbalanced by
another opposed to 1, which 1s of equal weight but which
need not necessanily b homogencous or GEwE.

@ WY TENANEA etc.  But this Iike mrﬂzt 15 2 fallacy
that depends upon the peculiar character of the person
addressed
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In_the example given, ether is shown to be both eternal
and non-eternal, obviously it cannot be both, so that one of
the twa ,reasons given must be wrong ; if however it 1s not
possible for a person to detect the fault in either of the argu-
ments, and 1f 1n his eye both arguments seem to be correct,
then since one and the same ether cannot be eternal and non-
eternal what he can say 1s that the arguments are fallacious as
the reasons are counterbalanced. This will be an instance
of RE&EMATRT to such a person ; but to cthers the first of
these two arguments will be a correct argument while
the second ( gAT) will be
the mnference that proves the evistence of ether also pmves
its eternahity

IERA~—This 15 the third constituent of a syllogism, it
consists of the statement of concomttance and a similar
mnstance.

P, 36 7 BAg—It 15 further twofold according as one
states a positive concomitance or a negative one.

An example before the time of the Buddhist logician Dig-
naga served as a mere familiar casc which was ated to help
the understanding of the histener, as i g¥at W TR
HEFRET

Dngnaiga howeser converted 1t into 2 umversal proposition,
ing the of the mddle term
and the major term  Both Dignaga and Dharmakirts have
treated the fallacies of the example, the latter giving mine
vaneties of the fallacies of the homogeneous example,
and'as many of the heterogencous example  Qur author has
closely followed Dharmakirt: in this respect
HrepRwe —Voud of conclusion, for an atom s eternal;
HrawAEB—vord of reason, since an action 1s not orporeal
(7). TgRwe—~void of reason and conclusion, since
ether is nether corporeal nor non-eternal,
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P 3y—smrmfwe-vod of substrate 4. ¢. unreal. SEWKIHN-
arAg—where an example s cited without first stating the
Vyapti; as m SifrE AW g, 9297 this can be very welt
regarded a8 a RrTgRaT, the dencient (g ); Rty
yyMi—the rule already pointed out, is that the reason should
be first stated and then the conclusion (STRIET ¥4 qX
STYHE AT n 7=g) Thus 15 a fault of <tatement (FNALE)
whereas those previous to this are faults inherent 1 the
things themselves Smmilarly of the heterogeneous enlnpla
we have fallavies like AT €,
of the reason, non-exclusive of the conclusion and so on.
A counter-cxample ought to be eaclusive both of the reason
and concluston as m the stock example 2t 3t aiGa & wafir,
W F yEAr ft T WAt 391 gg: The counter-example g 15
netther possessed of smoke nor of fire

P je-fy tc i the of the negation
of reason and conclusion the rule 15 that negation of con-
«luston should be stated first a< 1t becomes Vyapya {of less
extent) and the negation of the reason next as it bhucoms s
Vyapaka, @eqMEISIAl @@ SqTF: GEATAT" |

&degror ctc Eight morce vaneties of the fallacies of
example are given by some, four ansmg from deubt as
regards the presence of the reason or conclusion or both 1n
the.cxample or as regards the real character of the example
w the homogencous, and four ariung from doubt as regards
the exclusion of reason or conclusion or both from the example
or as regards the real character of the example 1n the hete-
rogeneous

This 1 the &R for we do nat know
for certean whether this particular prince will be universal
sovereigr as 1t 15 not possible for us to foresee events of the
fubure .
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- li is the by means of come
parison with the example of the presence in the subject
of the reason which 1s known to be invariably concomitant
(with the conclusion) in the example.

From this 1t will be clear that the mental operation corress
ponding to Parimarsha 1s denoted by Upanaya for in
AqT qg—we compare the subject and the example and
declare that the subject 15 fu:4

P. 40. § §A¥:—Tlus application 1s twofold . the affirmative
and the negative, a divison which corresponds with the
division of the example as homogeneous and heterogeneous,

fyaaa, the conclusion, 15 the cstabhishment of the pro
position contaimng a statement of the reason The word
FRGHA, 1 to be understood as SFIHEYS for 1 JHR, T
the word @@y rcfers to the Hetu and 1s equal to qgrey
ATYIAGI AR |

7 JgH ctc  The author considers objections to the
last premie (Nigamana) It will be seen that both Upa-
naya and Nigamana are the repetition of the hetu and the
Pratyiid, for the Upanava 1s no other than a particular apph-
cation of the hetu while the conclusion (Nigamana) is the
same ¢s Pratyia  Hence the Mimamsakas recogmized three
member, Pratyiia, Hetu, Uddharana, while another school re-
cognized Hetn, Udaharana and Upanaya The VedEatins
likewise: tocognize three premises only but they are not parti-
cular as to whether the first three or the last three should be
taken The gencral opimon outside Nyaya and Vaul\mkn
mclines towards the d of the ti
Syllogism

etc As the commentator finely pomnts out
since the process of inference 1s complete with the state-
ment of the reason and the umwversal concomutance, the
restatement of the conclusion 15 with a view to shew the
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absence of a counter-conclusion m the subject. (R W
SR Prrd: g ST )

P. 41 qqr AeH ete  Ascertamment 15 the demonstration
of a thesis by an examination of both sides Our author
has very igemously pressed into hus service this Gautama
aphorism. In hus view therefore the Upanaya, 47 I @iar-

: qeg sets forth a reason that s favourable to the
thesis ( TRRISAE. ), while the Nigamana Fera dfae ez
sets forth the reason for the non-accptance of the counter-
thests (gt frar ) The first therefore 15
the second YBEIAAIIETT

frmamaaE ctc . We have thus shown that a Nigamana
serves the purpose of a countcr-argument, and thus 1s a ne-
cessary part of the syllogsm Those, however, who rqject
Nigamana as a part of syllogism, and yet adduce a counter-
argument for the demonstration of & thewis are open to re-
proof by their opponents  The occasion for reproof ( frme-
M ) 15 MAGERIF, since thar position 19 that Nigamana
ss superfluous, and yet they make use of a counter-argument
which 1s the same as Nigamana i the demonstration of a
theais

ﬁ‘ﬂﬂ?"l’hﬂfrﬂﬁ} «tc Besides the proper occasion for a

15 when dissel views are expressed m
rcgard to the 1 1 15 not )
estabhshed before the ﬁrm premm the Nigamana ; lt wall
therefore be pr to state a c disprov-~

ing objections to the conclusion When there 1s conflict of

opmien in regard to the reason bemng present mn the subject,

we give arguments to show that the reason 1s present m

the subject Even so after the fifth premise has established
ion, all

a bj to the 1 are removed
by means of counter-arguments
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Wsq—This Syllogsm 15 of the highest importance
inasmuch as 1t serves to convince an opponent and helps
discussions

FfesiEfEa: etc A controversy 1s one where a dispu~
tant and an opponent take different sides It 15 further
divided mto FioRTHYT and AREATFI  The first is a ser-
ous debate carried on by those who scek to establish truth
by means of a thesis and a counter-thests  The latter 15 a
passionate contest where triumph 1n argument 1s the aun

P 42 9 #1qCAN etc a controversy where a dispassionate
seeker of truth holds debate with one of a like ntention to
establish truth by ponting out arguments 1 favour ot
s thesis (Gm¥W) and others that witiate the counter-
thesis (FWr) 1s called discussion (1)

1 drwg—Discussion 15 the opposttion of a thess and a
counter-thesis, which erther i demonstration or refutation 1s
based on means of proof and rules of logic, which does not
contravene the principles of the school (Rigranfaes) and which
15 couched 1n the Syllogistic form

Here, for mstance, 15 the thesis of a Nayayike sifeq san
His opponent a Buddhist will oppose it by a counter-thesss

. aifeq s Thus at 1s necessary that the conflict of opinion
regards onc and the same topic (Sif¥%T®) Otherwise as in
forr siaT and wifeear gi&: there 15 no opposition of thesis and
counter-thesis  Secondly, the demonstiation of the thests or
the refutation of the counter-thesis must be supported by
Praméina or means of valid knowledge and by Tarka s. e.
favourable arguments , thirdly, n the exposition of the thests
the disputant must not advance any argument that contra-
venes any principles of the school to which he belongs For
instance, 1n proving the existence of God to a Mimamsaka,
the Naiyayika ought not to proceed by assuming that God
has a body. If he does so, he wall be contravening the prin-
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ciple of his school (the Nyaya School) that God 15 bodless.
Lastly, the Syllogistic form of argument 15 to be used
in carrying on such a controversy.

Tarka has two different senses . the one s the later- view
that 1t represents the reductio ad absurdum process ; so that
in this sense it is pomted out that 1t 1s of use in refutmg the
counter-thesis ; m the Stra, therefore, Pramana 1s connect--
ed with @re and Tarka with 99 so that 1t means that
the the.1s 15 demonstrated by means of proof and the coun-
ter-thesis 15 shown 1o be untenable by the reductio ad absur-~

V\ dum process This mterpretation, however, 1s rather far-
Yetched Tarka 1s as eaplained by the Bhashyakara a kind
pothetical reasonung by means of which the real charac-
f an unknown thing 1s ustabhshed out of varcus alter-
> that the unknown thing offered It is, therefore, sad
T SR, | ST S: T SRR In
atter sense then both Praméana and Tarka are to be con-
* with &9 and IUET  Thus the demonstration and
1on are based upon mcans of knowledge (Pramana)
“on other favourable arguments (Tarka)
- 4 154 SRgeM a1 cte In case of necessity, however,
for the, scarch of truth, discusgon may be held without an
Oppas ATEng side. Thus i the discuswons of 3 feacher s
digeoumple, the latter asks maiy questions to his teacher to know
the truth  Here 1s, theref are, a diccussy

on that )5 carmed on
without the opposition of a thesis and

the truth as m a. dispassionate argument The contest 13
:snally between porsons who seek trium, H

ut sometimes a dispassionate seeker of truth (Vitars )
may enter the lists, to oblige others and to safeguard tnft‘l:
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framr the attacks of such sophists. It 1s carned on by the
disputant and the opponent 1n the presence of the president
{(Sabhspati) and the judges (Prishmkas), It is further divid-
ed into two classes, the pomt of distinction being, whether or
Tot there are both thests and counter-thesis. In the former
case we have wrangling (¥eq) in the latter cavilling (RweT).
The necessity of such contests which are mamfestly mislead-
ing or at least not meant for truth, 1s pomted out by the
Satrakara. Wrangling and caviling are necessary to keep
up owr zeal for truth as a fence of thorns 1s necessary to
safeguard the growth of seed

JARIGIW etc  Wrangling 15 the demonstration of one’s
thesis and the refutation of a counter-thesis by means of
quibbles, futihities, and reproofs, and such other means
previously stated as are m place 1 wrangling. FUIWITIH as
explained by our commentator (V|de page 44) means in

ting the demonstra or 15 not based upon
Pramana and Tarka and hence they arc $/gqus® 1n the pre-
sent case ; while what 15 I99% or proper 1s the opposition of
thesis and ter-thesis ) and the d -
tion and refutation of the thesls and v.hc counter-thesis res-
pectively Whereas 1 a serious discussion (Vida) there are
excluded all the means which appertain to sophustry such
as quibbles, futile objections and occasions for reproof, in
Jalpa and 1 Vitand@ one may make use of whatever logi-
cal or 1illogical weapon comes to hand They ate the stock
in trade in these latter.

P. 44 fwer—Cavil consists in mere attacks on the eppo-
site side, The opponent here does not seek to establish his
view; he merely attacks the thesis of the disputant. In wevy,
Thowever, there are both thesis and counter-thesis, each ong of
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the dsputant and opponent trying to establish his view.and
refute that of the other. Thus we have :—

®8 1 the opposition offercd toa proposition by the assump-
tion of an alternative meaning It 1s threefold, 1n respect of
words, 1n respect of genus and m respect of the socondary use
of words (or metaphor)

Of these IS consists 1n wilfully taking a term m a sense
othcr than that mtended by the speaker who has happened
10 use 1t ambiguously

P 45 etc If an opp resorts to
m this fashion, the occasion for reproof called srafaarer
should be pomted out to um , he 15 open to reproof either
because he has not understood the mtention of the speaker,
or because he does not know what proper answer to give
(ITRGTA ctc ) and so resorts to quibbling in the last re-
sort or because he wilfully musunderstands his  opponent
through mutual opposition (frsfrardl)

§AARISTEY etc  quibbling m respect of a genus consists n
asserting the impossibility of a thing which 15 possible, by
connecting 1t with a wide genus  Some one exclaims “ Here
19 a learned Brahmin knowing the four Vedas” The Nya-
yavadin, however, pomts out that that 1s nothing unusual with
Brahmuns , whereupon a qubbler says “No! 1t 1s not 80,
for #here are the 21A (SEFRET AMOT ) Brahmus who do
not know them.” The quibbler here assumes that the Nya-
yavadin bas given @RIV as a reason (Rw) of amdaTfE
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and thus he points out that there 1s no mvanable concom-
tance of ATEI® and wgAAIge, for there are the ARG
who are Brahmins and yet are devoid of the knowledge
of the four Vedas The Hetu therefore 1s Anaikantika.
While therefore the Nvayavadin was speaking of a Brabmin
m particular and of Brahmins i general the quibbler has
vnlirstood hum as soeaking of the whole class of Brahmins
Thus he has connected the Brahmin with the whole class
(wferern) and thus shown the mpossibility of the know
ledge of the four Vedas i Bralunins by pownting out the Vra-
tyas as an exception to the rule The same occasion for reproof
(srsferafi) should be pomnted out to um  For the pomt ot
the speaker was that 1t was no wonder that one especiallv a
Brahmin should know the four Vedas rich rice crops m an
excellent rice field are not a matter for wonder

P 46 SUAREAR etc Quibbling in regard to a meta-
phor consists i denymng the proper meaning of a word by
taking 1t hterallv as when a person has said =7
the quibbler pomts out that 1t 1s the people (seated on those
scaffoldings) that are crymng loud and not the scaffolding~
themselves as they are inammate things He 15 open to
the same kind of reproof (TSR ) for n ordinary usage
as well as 1n learned discourses (Shastra) we find that words
are used both ways 1n therr primary sense and also 1 a
secondary sense

Wfi —Gautama defines 1t a5 AR SUTT AR |
Futility consists n offering objections founded on mere simi-
lanty or dissimilanty  According to Bhasarvajna 1t 15 the
opposition offered by an opponent after the statement of the
reason by the disputant with a view to put the disputant on
a par with himself ~ As for instance, after the disputant has
stated the grounds of s ference in the proposition

Fa%ona, 5299 | The oppoment not seeng any
4
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weak pomnt m the argument, tnes to rawse futile objections
by pomting out that if sound 1s not eternal hke a pot, even
like a pot 1t must be corporeal and so on Here the motive
of the opponent 15 to make the position of the disputant
equally weak, “If you (the disputant) are unwillng to
concede my (opponent’s) point ( rsa} fAa. ) I can show that
your position (FRISF ) 15 equally weak ”

fmgeq—an occasion for reproof 1s a statement that
will lead to one’s own defeat In argumentation if a man
makes a statement that 1s fatal to his position, here he hum-
self spoils his own case

P4 etc There are n fact twenty-four
Jands of such futile objections which arc cnunaated 1 (. q
4-9-3) out of which Bhasarvajfia here considers only six-
teen kinds

etc If agamnst a Yonchu-

sion based upon similar or dissimilar example one offers a
counter-conclusion based upon the same kind of example,
the opposttion 1° called, “Balancing the simlanity or dis-
sumilarity ”  In the proposition Weg SfAe FaheAId q2qA
the opponent says that the conclusion (SfA@@) was arrived
at by an argumcnt that was based upon the simlanty of
e with €2, 1 pomnt of FIHA, 1t 15 possible to come to
an opposite conclusion (@) by an argument based upon
the simlanity of gr=g and Sir#ryr ;n pont of Ei'l[?fﬂ‘. or m
the same proposition the conclusion ( Sifirerar ) was arnved
at by an argument based upon the dissumilanty of @reg and
SITHI; 1t 15 possible to arrive at an oppostte conclusion (-

@) by an argument based upon the dissmilanity of &g and
%2; for one 1s S and the other 1s §F and hence both are
unlike each other, since W2 1s known to be sifir@r, g
which is enlike 1t, must be forer

RATATAS: etc. This however 1s no objection since
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only such similanty or dissimlanty between the subject
and example as exhibits a umversal connection between
itself and the conclusion can be a reason n argu~
ment In the prop FARAT, L1t 1S
not any pomnt of similarity betweer the subject qrg and
example 92 that can be the basis of any inference but
the pomt of similanty which can lead to a conclusion 1s
%@, because 1t 15 found to be umversally associated with
the conclusion (sfrer) In the stock example qdet w@m{
YA, —our inference of fire on the mountamn
15 based upon y& which 1s common to subject (d) and
example (#HgAH) and which we know to be umnversally
connected with fire

P 48 arEer=El etc. Owing to varymg attnibutes of
subject and example, or owing to both (subject and exam-
ple ) standing 1n equal need of proof, we get six vaneties
of futile objections—IrHRYAH, SITHIEH, AWEH, AT

, AreaEd

Here as pointed out by the commentator, the Satra has
mentioned two grounds of such futile objections (1) FRRFA,
() FAgarg , of these wHfaEeT 15 the ground of the first
five varieties and IRFEEIA 15 the ground of the last kind

IepEA—This 15 opposition based upon ascribing to the
sub]ect an undesirable attribute of the example, whie
S 15 excluding or denying a desirable attribute of
the subject Thus mn proving the non-eternality of sound
by 1ts comparison with a jar in point of g%, the objector
says that smce like a jar sound 1s 8f¥e®, so even hike a
Jar 1t 15 9raqq. If, however, you do not admut that 1t 1s @~
1 then we too cannot admit that it 1s 8freq Here then
he ascribes to the subject (sound) an attribute ( G&Ua™ ) of
the example which i fact does not belong to the subject
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(sound) and which if accepted would contravene the theory
of the Nyaya school that sound 1s not wrqgd For they
argue QMY means STAYFEINITAA i ¢ beng created by
a combination of parts When we utter words we observe
that there 1s sequence of syllables, so sound or words no
doubt consist of parts, but 1t cannot be said that a sound
or a word 15 a combination of parts, for when we uttes the
word Rama not all the cyllables are sunultaneously
contact wrth the auricular organ, but the syllable that 1s
first uttered 1s lost as soon as a subsequent one is uttered
In a thing that 1s made up of parts—all the parts must be
present 91mult:meou§1y Hence 3138 or sound 1s not |qqq

In SOHyEd the objector on a comparsson of a jar and
sound pomts out that smce likc a jar sound 1s ®f¥es so
even like a jar 1t must be 3p4749 inaudible , 1f, however, you
deny that 1t (sound) 1s maudible, then we likewise refuse
to accept sound to be ¥fe In this the opposition con-
ststs 1n denymg to the subject 1ts proper character that ot
audibility 1 sound [¢

In qo@H the opponent ponts out that i the proposttion
ISP Fawen, gead—the predicate (W) 1s presum-
ed as possessed by the 8= &2, whereas 1t 15 regarded as a
questionable character of the subject (f7%%), or that whereas
A 15 regarded as g w the #erAT, 1t 15 regarded as
W in the case of the Paksha, but why this difference *
1f sifireret 15 a9 (questionable) or §IeF with reference to the
Paksha 1t 15 equally % or @rer with reference to the TEIRT.

If to the above you say that at this rate there will be a ree
gressus ad infinitam for the character of every ¥ will
be called in question, and hence the ¥gI=t must be regarded
as 8735 or that 1n regard to which a particular character can-
not be doubted (or 15 fg) we can as well ask why the same
consideration be not extended to the Paksha? If Sifacyed
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15 g m the TR 1t 15 hikewise f 1n the Paksha (ga%). So
that there is no necessity of any SIgWIT based upon Fa%e.
The &9eqT comes 1 m this way when the proposition 1s
stated GRAYSRIRT $RHATY, TR the opponent says that the
T 92 15 equally with the subject WS% a g% or that of
which S has as yet to be proved So the disputant
states another proposition SIS FAFEI 72T, to prove
the stfaege of &2, still the opponent pomts out that the T-
&1 92 15 likewise 2 9% and so on; so that there will be
no end to such a series of propositions
In R%w9Ed the opponent pomts out that Just as spite of
the similanity of g and 92 1n point of FIAKA there 15 scope
for diffcrence betwaen them as one 15 & and the other 7,
even -0 spite of thewr stmilanty 10 point of Fa&e there 1s
scope for difference between them m pomnt of Sfe@re, one
may be fe and the other &ifier  Thus since there 15 an
alternation of other attributes (I{éa n the one and
1n the other) even so there is an alternation of these attributes
as well—if 92 15 {9, T8 may be fae
|raq differs very hittle from qwfesr  If both are sifrer
because both are #a®, why cannot S be @rer m both
cases > Why say that the Tr=f1s &g and the qgr 15 qreg?
Regard both as @ 1 ¢ that the character SRR 15 to be
proved in regard to both 7&f and T If the disputant says
TR WA FAFA 9294 the futilist pownts out T3 sty
egqd, no inference will thus be arrived at since
the subject and example are made to interchange their
character
etc This, howeves, 1s no opposition because there
is a difference between the subject and example, although a
conclusion 15 drawn from a certain equality of their characters,
All these futile objections are based upon the false supposi-
tion of a complete equality of the subject and example.
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Though there 15 an equality of subject and example 1n cer-
tan characters there 1s indeed a great difference between them
w other characters. Yet spite of variation of attributes of the
mountain (9%) and atchen (¥er7g) we find that it 15 possible
to draw correct inference (of ) from their equality mn one
particular character (qwaeq) If the futiist demes that any
conclusion ¢ould be drawn from an equality mn a particular
h he will be dicting general exp and
will have put an end to all kind of nference

P. 50 STersRTERt—1f the reason is co-present with the predi-
cate, there 15 no difference between reason and predicate ow-
mg to thewr mutual presence , if they are not co-present there
will be no mference owing to this mutnal absence  Thus
the futilist asks—In the stock proposition aat R{?Tm{ qa-
&, do you regard that the reason smoke proves the conclu-
ston fire by bemng n contact with fire, or by not bemng
contact with fire? If the first, why then regard fire as the
& and smoke as the &R ? It can as well be sad et gu-
L t@q’aﬁ[. smce both mg and Y® are co-present on
the mountain , thus there will he obliteration of all distinction
between reason and predicate  If on the other hand 1t 15 saxd
that the reason YW 15 not co-present with the conclusion
(ar'gﬂ'a) then m such a case there will not be any inference
atall, just as there will be no fire 1f 1t 15 not 1n contact with
fuel

etc  This objection, however, 1s futile, since
we know that 1n a jar both effect and cause are co-present,
and yet we have the effect (jar) and 1n oppression of persons
by spells, we know that the cause (spells) and the effect (&)
are not co-present, and yet the effect (fi®) takes place
Thus it 15 clear that a thing 15 accomplished sometimes by
the cause bemng 1 contact with the effect, or by its not
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bemng o contact with effect. Thus whether the cause and
effect are mutually present or absent, the characters of effect
and cause are peculiar to particular things, so that there
will not be any obliteration of distinction between gy and
@M as the futilst has shown, the character of Y as the
QT in reference to fire, and the character of 'Ig as the
ey i reference to YW are fixed once for all, otherwise
there will be contradiction of all means of knowledge.
TR etc —If one opposes an argument by
pomting out that the reason could not have been an attribute
of the subject before 1ts production, the opposition 15 called

P 51 Thus to the argument “gegisfrd Fasend ” the
futilist’s objection 15 that (F%ed) the reason had not any con-
nection with the subject (a15%) before thelatter was produced ,
and therefore the latter (@s) before 1t was produced, was
not a product, wes eternal The answer 1s that we are here
dealing with 5§ only when 1t 1s produced and not before
1t 15 produced 1n fact a word does not at all exist before 1t 1s
produced , so that to say that word 1s fre because 1t 15 not
Fa® before 1t 15 produced 1s sumply absurd

Y% etc —is opposition which 1s based on the
reason being shown to be impossible at all three tumes. Thus
the futilist asks, if the reason precedes the predicate, how
can you call 1t a reason mn the absence of the predicate ?
If the reason comes subsequent to the predicate how can 1t
which does not exist (when the conclusion 1s being proved)
be the reason? (If 1t succeeds the predicate what could be
the use of 1t 1f the predicate existed already?) If they
exist simultaneously how will 1t be possible for us to deter-
mune which 1s the reason and which the predicate established
by the reason, since both are found together ? Thus he has
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shown the Teason to be 1mpossible at all the three times be-
cause it cannot be prior to, subsequent to or simultaneous
with the predicate
&1 ¥ga :—This cannot be any objection because a predi-
cate 1s always estabhished by a reason
The objection was based on the ground that smnce Sadhya
and Sadhana are relative, a Sadhya cannot be a Sadhya in the
absence of the Sadhana, and a Sadhana cannot be a Sadhana
1 the absence of the Sadhya , silarly if both are present
there will be no evidence to prove which 1s which, so that
there 15 no such thing as a Sadhana or a Hetu The answer
however 1s that experience tcaches us that a Sadhya whether
1t 1s a product or a thing that 15 knowable, 1s produced or
known by means of a 70T (material cause or perceptual cause )
q —If 1t s d that there 1s no such
thmg as a Sidha,rm or hetu, there will not be any activity on
the part of people In accomphshing one’s purpose, one
always looks to ways and means, if, however, there are no
waysand means—all activity will at once stop
P 52 SRRIgTIR —Besules  the objection that 1s
based upon “the impossibibity at all three times ” ( e
R ) 15 1selt open to wreAcdfy  Thus the Siddhantm re-
torts ““ Well ir, Sis your objection raiscd before the state-
ment objected te or after 1t o1 sumultancously with 1t ? If
the objection 1s prior to the thing objected to, 1t cannot
be an objection, 1f the objection 15 subsequent to the thing
objected how can that be a thing objected to in absence
of the objection > If both are simultaneous, there 1s
nothing to prove that the one 1s the objection and the
other the thing objected to ”
—Thus by your own argument you have shown
the impossibility of the objection, and admitted the exis-
tence of the Hetu
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wfatrweny: ‘—If the subject and example are regarded
as non-different in respect of the possession of a certamn
property on account of thew possessing i common the
property connoted by the reason, then all things are
mutually non-different m respect of the possession of every
-quality on account of their having in common “ existence *
Thus 1f a jar and sound are regarded as non-different in
respect of non-eternality on account of their both beng pro-
ducts, then all objects wall have to be regarded as mutually
non-different, masmuch as they share one common attr-
bute—that of existence (%m™)
gdar etc  The answer 15,—If non-difference n all res-
‘pects 1s maintained, such a position 1s untenable smce 1t 15
contradicted by actual facts or by Pratyaksha If 1t 1s
maimntained that all things are non-different in respect of
non-eternality, 1t will be opposed by mference and Veibal
authonty , 1if, however, they are maintained as non-different
i some particular like knowabihity such an argument will
be futile since 1t will be proving what 1s already proved
The objection 15 based on the false assumption that if two
things are similar in some one particular, they are similar
m any other particular But such an argument 1s fallacious
‘We cannot mantain that all objects are non-different in res-
pect of any character whatsoever, since clearly on empirical
grounds we know objects to be different If the aim of the
opponent 1s to show that they are non-different in respect
of non-eternality, we know from inference as also from
Shrut1 texts that there are things that are eternal and things
that are non-eternal And 1f the opponent wants to prove that
all objects are similar m some such character as knowability
1t 1s,no opposition, since such an argument 1s acceptable to
us as knowabihity has an extension equal to that of existence.
occurs where an opposition 1s offered on the
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ground that we know the character of the subject even with-
out the aid of the reason. The futihst’s argument 1s that the
reason |TEYW 1s hardly necessary to prove that a particular
object 15 a product, smce 1t 1s not mvanably present mn all
products and since even without 1t objects are known to be
products , cogmtion 1s a product 1 which FHITE 15 not
found smce cognition 1s incorporeal.

P 53 @udw etc This, however, 1S no opposition since a
reason like smoke 1s seen to be vahd even though 1t 15 pre-
sent 1 part of the Sapaksha Simularly n the present case
the reason WGYA 15 present wn a part of the Sapaksha
and absent from a section of 1t Iike ‘‘cogmtion etc”  But
that does not mean that 1t 1s ncapable of proving the re-
quired conclusion -

4 af§ etc If it to be asked *“ how then are cognition and
such hke proved to be products "? The answer 1s that ther
character (bemng a product) can be ascertained through other
means as well And the means of proving cognition to be
a product 15 this—that in the absence of any causes for 1ts

1t 15 not ‘hended erther before or after

1ts production

Here therefore we could adduce difterent reasons to prove
the same conclusion , since it 15 not necessary that an effect
will have one and one cause only

P 54 SgueREEd occurs where agamst an argument
proving the non-existence of a thing by 1ts non-perception,
one offers an opposition aiming at proving the contrary by

the -percep of the -percep

The argues * 1f the perception of cogmition
both before and after 1ts prod proves 1ts ,
then the ppreh of this h ve

the non-existence of 1ts non-existence , so that 1t will fgrlfow
irom the preceding that there 15 the non-existence of the
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it of ion ¢ ¢ that exists both
before and after its production, which conclusion will be fatal
to the view that cognition 1s a product (%)
sigwear etc. The through
not sound because non-apprehension 15 merely the negatwn
of a.pprehenswn
A @ ete N 15 the knowled
of the negation of an ob;eCt—tlns knowledge by its very
nature has a positive character as every one well knows
Honce the p of 15 1ncon-
cewvable. There are internal peroepuons of such form
as“ I know"” “I do not know,” “I have a doubt,” etc.
proving that we can perceive the non-existence of knowledge
as 1its existence Non-perception 1tself 15 perceptible—and
as such there 15 no non-perception of non-perception
sifrggq—If one opposes an argument by attributing
cternality to all non-eternal things on the ground that nom~
eternality 1s eternal the opposition will be called Sifireraa
The dilemma 1s of thus form—does non-eternality abide 1
sound eternally or for a tume only >—if the quality of non-
eternality abides 1n 1ts substrate sound for ever, then since a
quality does not exist without 1ts substrate, 1t follows that
sound 15 eternal, 1f on the other hand 1t 1s sad that the
quality of non-eternality does not reside for ever in sound,
then the conclusion 1s obvious that when non-eternality does
not reside 1 sound—sound 15 eternal
P 55 wiA@@e—etc By accepting non-eternality to
be for ever present in sound you have admitted sound to be
always non-eternal The eternal and the non-eternal are
mutually incompatible, you are, therefore, precluded from
saying that sound 1s eternal simce you have admutted 1t to be
for ever non-eternal
—Your argument to prove the eternalty of
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sound was qreft firar stfrerered @iy @EmrL, Now if you say
that non-eternality 1s not for ever present 1n sound (sfererelr
@dar ATEAtfd) then clearly enough the reason that you have
advanced to prove the eternality of sound viz SfreeT
ﬂ'hm 15 one that1s demied of the subject sound
50 that simce the reason 1s unreal (%) we cannot arrive at
the conclusion that sound 1s eternal

wAgy  etc —The argument of the futilst was that
smce non eternahity 1s an attribute of sound and 1s itself
eternal 1t follows that sound also must be cternal as the
substrate of an eternal quahty From the etemality of the
attribute he argues to the cternality of the substratc  But
1t 15 not nght to reason thus For non cternality 1s of the
nature of negation (3%®) so that its presence does not
prove the presence of sound 1ts substrate As the commentator
has well put 1t (et & oAt R AR T @S
& A ) a positwe attribute doc 1ndeed require a substrate
m which 1t resides but a negative one can remamn with
out a substrate

etc In this manner (by the exposition of a few
tvpes of such futile argumcnts) 1t 1s possible to refute all
futile arguments like the following the notion of otherness
(s/a) cannot be muntained since otherness itsclf 15 non
different from an object (ST SA=IAM, STHA  here
stands for a&g@ET)

We have upto now dualt with vanous futile arguments
many of which were dilemmas and a few trilemmas We
shall consider one more dilemma  The Jativadi asks What
do you mean when you say that a 92 15 different from gz ?
Is this difference (Si=fe) distinct from a 92 or 1dentical
with 1t? If this SF=re 15 1dentical with 92 then clearly
-enough $=f does not exist separately and the notion of
difference between objects therefore cannot be mamtamed
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If on the other hand 1t be said that =@ 1s distinct from a
2 then 1t will mean that =F 1s & from 9T ¢ ¢ to
say we shall have to terposc an ${=J between o=@ and
g2 Then agan this new =@ will be /= from 2 and
thus 7 new = 1s interposed betwcen the first nterposed
#Agd and 92 and m this way there will be an ad mfimtum
1egress 50 that it 15 not possible 10 say that a 2 15 eFq
{rom a qz
The dilemma 1s sct forth in a shightly diffcrent mans er by
our commentator for which vide page 55
T — lhough according to varying need we ap
ply different names to n objcct yct on thit account it 1s
not posable t diny the naturc of n object Thus the
futilist stirts with the query AR Iweq 3743 ad,
S, ¥, A, "nd tries to how thit Loth alternatives
are unacceptable The answer is that whether you say
that a 92 15 &&= 1 1espect of 1tslf (GZEg®Y)  yet 1t wall be
&= n respect of a gZ, or whether you say that a 52 1s
ST m respict of a 92 yet 1t 15 FFR 10 respect of itself
So that even though d to varying a
HZ 15 (] or A=Y yet 1ts real nature can never be denied
that i respect of itself 1t will be always $@q while mn
respect of a g2 1t will be always 8=y
P 56 g —The Jatis are too numerous to 1llus
trate even the Sutras do not exhaust them the twenty four
varnieties serve as specimens only
—These also are countless in number owing
1o numerous ways in which 2 conflict of opiion may anse
or owng to numerous forms of 1gnorance
NfEENR — ‘Spotling the proposition  occurs where one
makes a d: d of the ch of a counter
example 1n one s subject
In the example given m the text the Vadin admts that
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since sound is incorporeal like cther, 1t 15 eternal like ether *
thus by this admission of eternaity which 1s an attibute of
the counter-example 1n his subject (sound) he spouls hus case ;
for he wants to prove that sound 1s non-eternal

P. 57 wfagrawy — Sftng the proposition 7 anses
when a proposition being opposed, one tries to remove the
opposition by importing a new character to the subject, or
ntroducing a new character: n the proposition

When the argument SRl G 1s opposed on the ground
that no similar mstance could be pomnted out as the nature
of “all” precludes such a possibility, the Vadin tries to
narrow down the sphere of the Paksha by introducing a new
character m the proposition and he says that by “all”
he, means REARTETENTH 99 ¢+ ¢ not anything and cvery
thing whatsoever, but every thing that 1s the subject of
discusston  This virtually means that since his original
proposition could not stand he had to present 1t n an
altered form

@z gf—the words ad n the Stitra mean SR
2 e for removing the objection on the analogy of the 1dim
[oFET 4@ where the words #THY mean wmﬁm —_
smoke for flies 1 ¢ smoke for keeping off flies

SRRIEAT— Opposing the proposition ” oceurs when a
proposition and the reason urged are mutually opposed In
the proposition “ a substance 1s different from a quality
because they are not found separately,” the reason 15 dircctly
opposed to the proposition This, however, 15 not an example
of the contrary reascn (RRGBATAG) because n this case
the contradiction 1s known as soon as the proposition and the
reason are set forth, while mn the latter, the contrary charac-
ter of the Hetu 1s rcalised only when one has known the
Vyapt

P 58 sfmmeare—A Proposition beng opposed, if one
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totally disclamms 1t, 1t will be called * renouncing the propo-
sition.”

—A reason of a general character being opposed
af one attaches a special character to it, 1t will be called
“ shifting the reason.”

P 59 erqtear— * The wrrelevant ” consists i setting aside
the topic under discussion and introducing one which 1s not
relevant

% — The meaningless * 15 an argument which consists
of a serial combnation of letters

Pages 59-60 etc “ The " 1s an
argument which although repeated three times 1s understood
nether by the audience nor by the opponent An argument
becomes unintelligible exther because the disputant uses out-
of-the-way words or he enunciates the argument too hurried-
1y, this serves hum as a cloak to lide his 1gnorance and hene
lie deserves the reprimand of the audience

—* The Incoherent ” 1s an argument which con-
veys no ccnnected meamng 01 zccount of the words bemg
used with ut any syntactical order

e —* The mopportune ” 1s an argument the parts
of which are mentioned without due equence

@T—" The defective ” 15 an argument which lacks m
any one of it~ proper parts, while *“ the superfluou, ” conststs
of moic than one reason or example

P 61 gagwH—" Repetition” 1s an argument 1 which
except i the case of reinculcation, the word or the meamng 1s
repeated agan, Repetition 15 not a fault when 1t 1s done
for the sake of reassertion or emphasis as 1 FTAGAT

SYH @Ad g¥ Dandm I 6

[—The redundant occurs wher what 1s unplhed
1s again stated m words, as for instance, 11 an Anvayavya-
tieki Hetu, every body knows that it 1s possible to adduce
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both a symilar or counter example, and hence the mention
of one, does imply the mention of the other In discussions
brevity and precision should be the rule. If one goes on
multiplymg examples or enters mto 1irelevant divagations
there will be no end to the argument
P 6z fagraer qRwar etc “ Non-repetition ” 1s an oc-
caston  for rebuking an opponent when he does not repeat
the argunient of the disputant although the latter has repeat-
ed 1t thrice within the knowledge of the audience When
a person wishes to refute an argument, he must first restate
1t and then proceed with his criticism , f, however, he begins
his eniticism immediately after the disputant has stated his
view, 1t 1s very difficult to know the drift of his attack since
he has not stated the argument agammst which his polemic
15 directed
etc  ‘Ignorance’ 15 an occasion of rebuke
which arises from the non-undesstanding of a proposition
FATD cte “ Non-ngenuity " consists in one’s accept-
g a challenge for disputation of an adversary and yet re-
maming silent when the disputation 15 begun
A et * Evasion” anises 1f one stops an argument
under the preteat of a pressing business
P 63 AegE-— The admission of an opimion’ cemisists
n charging the opposite side with a defect and vet admutting
that the same exists n one’s side as well
5 R Negl the ble ' consists 1n
not rebuking a person who deserves rebuke
64 g —Repnimanding  the
rable consists 1n reprmanding a person who does not deserve
the reprimand
“Deviation from the tenet " consists m o
person’s departing from an accepted tenet 1n the course of his
disputation  The MimAmsakas do not adnut the Godhead.
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Henee mn argument a Mimamsaka must not depart from this
accepted tenct of s school 1f he says that a sacnificial rte 15
gratifying to God who grants you your dusire when so grati
fied—he 1s clearly open to rebuke on the ground of his devia-
tion from the tenct of his schoo)

P 65 @& cte —The fillues of reason also are
occastons of rebuke  they have been ilready discussed

T from Lus 1t should be mfiired that words of foulabuse,
or a slap in tho fice o1 playing upun musical nstruments
being of no usc 1 disputations proper—Iliy a person open to
the reproof of his opponent In the (faw@®4r both the
parties to the dispute bind themselves that they would carry
on the disputc m Swnskrit or m verse and 0 on - HYARZ or a.
grammatical crror m such a case will be an unhappy mis
take for ather of the partics

Thuird Parichheda

P 66 @agaaq It 1o the means of mdircet nght appre
henston  through the force of convention &Y here means
FAAHT or FHFEW It 15 hud that cwh word has a
significance whi b 15 the convention made by man or God
that uch and such a mcwmg should be understood from
such nd such a word (SrEqTARERIRaAdl Mgsq gR) It 1
knowledge of this convention  or its remembrance which 1s
the proaimate cause of verbol hnowledge  In infcrence it
1s the hnowledge of mvamable concormtnce between the
muddle term and the major term win h leads to interential
judgment  2nd this conncction ot muddle term and major
term 15 1 the nature of things (@MWN&%) and <o cannot
Dbe altered by man  But the relation between the conven
tion of a word and ¢ bject wignuificd 1s not a natural and there-
fore unalterablc relation 1t may happen that one word might
signify altogether a different object 1if sctting aside the old

5
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convention—a new one is establshed. Thus e
differs from @&, and consequently SFH@ from &g
It 15 two-fold—one where the thing signified 1s perceptible
and the other where 1t 15 not o €A% IAG 1s a sentence
which signifies what 15 imperceptible, while TR HeTf @rxT
1s zerd. Now the authorty of sentences that sigmfy what
15 perceptible 15 established by their power to incite men to
action. As knowledge gamed through perception 1s proved
to be nght by means of the very object perceived, so the
knowledge gamned through verbal authority 1s proved to be
night by means of the things 1igmfied For instance when a
person says AU’ ®eT ARG the knowledge gamned
through his words will be proved to be cortect when another
person that was thus addressed by him goes to the river bank
and finds frmt
P o7 am'ﬁm etc In the case of TErd SR the
truth will be vouched for by facts as we find them  But m
the case of SEPTGTHT as the sentences &Y INT  ctc.
we do not know whether the knowledge gained through such
a sentence 15 correct or otherwise, as 1t cannot be put to the
test of experience  In such cascs where the truth of the sen-
tence cannot be vouched for by the testimony of facts, the
rehability of the person uttering the words, 15 the proof of
the correctness of the knowledge ganed through his words
Thus sentences like g% TR are known to be authontative
since 1t 1s found that a son 1s born to a person when he has
performed the required sacnfice, from this we know that
the person who spoke those words 1s throughly rehable.
since he could prophesy things unseen Therefore in the
absence of any reason to the contrary—all words spoken by
him are inferred to be authoritative
Pages 68-69 The authonty of word 1s thus known through
1inference. It cannot be argued that words are authoritative



Pacd, 3] NoTRS oT

becausé they are eternal for i the first place there is no ruje
that because a thing 15 eternalit 1s authontative. We know
that the sense of hearing and the internal sense(the mind) are
eternal and yet on that account we cannot say that the know-
ledge gamed through these 15 correct and authoritative ; for
they are known to produce mncorrect knowledge and doubt.
Secondly 1t cannot be proved that words are eternal—by
any of the means of proof. But there are many inferences
to prove just the contrary se that words are nan-eternals
Thus the inf RN AT
- proves that we can claim human author-'lnp of the Veda
as of ordinary words—and hence that words are produced
and as such are non-eternal

- etc If words are eternal, they will be
ever apprehended or never appreh d, for if 1t 1s granted
that words are perceptible by the auricular sense, then words
bemng eternal are pervasive and therefore will be ever n
contact with the auricular sense, they will thus be ever-
apprehended ; 1f on the other hand 1t 15 swd that they are m-
perceptible to sense-organs, like atoms, then 1t wall follow that
they will never be apprehended  So that words will be ap-
prehended eternally or will never be apprehended at all
No reason can be pointed out as to why they should be ap-
prehended only for a time,

etc. If 1t be argued that we do not appre-

hend words because the mamfesting cause (wfwsdong)
of words 15 absent, that we reply 1s not true since such a
manfesting cause 1s not mentioned The Mima@msaka insists
that words are eternal, and to explain why words are only for
a time apprehended he invents a i cause of words.
Thus just as an object though existing will not be known to
us i darkness but the same will be manifested to us in the
presence of a mamfesting cause such as light, even on the
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same analogy, words though eternally cxisting are not appre-
‘hended by us 1n the absence of a mamfesting cause  Hence
the argument that words will be apprehended for ever or no-
apprehended at all, falls to the ground  To this the Naiya-
yika replies that this will be true ouly 1f such a mamfesting
cause 15 concelvable

P 0 agEAmE ctc  If 1t 15 argued that contact with
waves of wind 15 the manifesting cause of sounds cven that
we reply will not be mght since m that case all sounds
will be smultancously perceived

st @@ cte  For in the perception of objects that are
proximate 1 space and capable of beng percerved by the
same organ of sense-perception, the ear bang an organ of
sense like the eve, 1s not susceptible to certamn fixed impres-
sions only

If there arc five or six objects before us which are capable
ot beng percewved by the eye, all these five or six objects
will be revealed to the ey, by a mamfesting cause such as
light, and not that only one of these will be percesved
Even so there 15 no rcason to say thatwhen all sounds are pre-
sent to the car, why only one particular sound be revealed
by the mamfesting cause (contact with wind) to the ear

P. 71 AT A cte or sounds are not susceptible to fixed

snce they an i sly in contact with the

org:.n of sense-perception and are perceptible by the same
organ of sense-perception  Thin virtually proves the same
as the preceding inference  Since there 15 no reason to be-
heve that the mamfesting cause will reveal only particular
sounds to the ear, 1t follows that all sounds will be simulta-
neously present to the car

RGBS etc  If1t be said that the same defect can be
pointed out 1n the view which holds that sound 1 a product,
we reply that 1t 1s not true, smce as 15 shown 1n the famihar
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cases of a lump of earth and a lamp there 15 difference bet-
‘ween a mamfesting cause and a creative cause

The objector then asks, smce waves of wind (arg) are the
cause of word, how 15 1t that the waves of wind produce o
particulat sound, and not all sounds ? The answer 1s that 1t 18
possible to produce a disired sound thiough waves of wind
and not all sounds A lump of earth 1s the matenal cause
of ajar, so that 1t 15 possible to produce from 1t a particular
jar of desired wize and voluine, but a lamp 1s the mamfesting
causc of a jar, so that it 15 not possible that the lamp wil
teveal only that particular jar and no other thing m the
dark room  Even so when 1t 15 said that qIgeaT 15 the
FR® of sound, 1t 15 possible to make use of 1t for the
production of a particular desired sound only But if
qgEA 15 rogarded as a  mamfesting cause of sounds
(=r59%) then there 15 no reason to beheve why 1t will re-
wveal a particular sound and not all sounds

ARG ctc It 15 probably under the influenee of Jan
logic that our author rejects companson as a separate means
of knowledge , herem he differs from the normal Nyaya view
as cxpressed by the Satrakara The number of means of
proof varies between one to ten i the different schools of
thought At one end we find that the Charvakas reduce all
means of proof to perception alone, the Vawshesikas accept
two, perception and inference Bhasarvajfia, the Jaws,
Samkhya and Yoga accept three  The Nyaya as represented
by the Syncretist school adds companson  The Mimamsaka
and the Vedanta view add presumption to the four of Nyaya
and save Prabhakara, also non-perception (Abhava) Tra-
ditien (Aitihya) and Inclusion (Sambhava) were regarded as
valid by the Pauramkas who thus raised the number to
eight. A ninth Gesture was added by the Tantnkas, whilo
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a tenth one ehmmation (Panshesha) was also regarded as a
separate means of proof by some Mimamsa authoritics

P. 72. % The author here considers three different views
regarding the precise nature of analogy or comparison, first
of the Vridhanaiydyiha the second of the Mimamsaka as also
of the Vedantin and the third of the Jaratnaiyayika including
Udyotakara The word Upamana 1s used rather loosly
‘meamng both analogy as an instrument of knowledge (Pra-
mana) and the tesulting Judgment 1s (Upanutr)

wqg —A person 1s told by a forester who 15 wor-

thy of credence that a Bos Gavaeus is ke a cow On
entering a forest the petson sces a strange aumal and rem-
embering the words of the forester realizes 1ts similanty to
the cow The knowledge of semblance 1s the result, but this
scarcely requires o scparate means of proof, as the words of
the forester could give the same knowledge ; hence if this were
set up as a scparate means of knowledge because 1t expresses
a comparison then every sentence owing to the peculsr cha-
racter of the judgment that 1t expresses, will have to be re-
garded as a separate Pramana

39 T ctc  The Mimamsd view dispenses with  the
previous information as to the likeness of a cow and a Bos
Gavaeus  The judgment arnved at 1s *“ The cow 1n my house
15 sumular to the ammal I now see,” The distinction between
the former and this latter view 15 obvious In the former
we have WfrEREaATEE AEE@E, while  m o ths
we have THINEOIATIE @RW@EA, or that the
co-relatives of companison are reversed Now this 1s not per-
ception since the cow 15 not presented to the scnsc at the
time the judgment 15 formulated, nor 1s this verbal testi-
mony, for tlis nvolves only the perception of semblance ;
nor 15 this inference or mere memory , as the mental process
anvolved 15 different and as the semblance is not remembered.



Pari. 3} NOTES (4N

q | a7 @@ —This however 1s no other than remem-
brance, for the perception of the cow also nvolves the per-
ception of her semblance to the unknown ammal, for the
semblance 15 mherent u the cow When therefore the cow
1s known the semblance also 15 known The semblance is
not produced 1n the cow when the Bos Gavaeus 1s seen and
known , but the already present semblance becomes more
defined at the sight of the ammal If there werc no sem-
blance m the cow then there woula not have been the cogm-
tion pf semblance of a Bos Gavaeus to a cow

fdeaq ctc  When we percetved the cow we per-
cewved her likeness, but this knowledge of likeness 1s one
wheren one of the correlatives of the likeness 15 unknown
Now &RFF 1> a relation between two objects  there will,
thercfore, be no knowledge of semblance until actually both
arc known How can 1t be said that there was knowledge of
stmilatity when one of the objects remains unknown ? The
answer 15 that the knowledge 1s ffdeeq® or abstract swma-
SAREEIEFE ¢ ¢ wherem the SIEITR of the relation 1s un-
known, and hence 1t 1s that when at the sight of the famihar
cow we perceive semblance m the abstract we have no
of the ot the un-

known ammal

P 73 fafiweasigena etc The author now considers an
objectton  When we saw the cow we had knowledge of sem~
blance in the abstract When we go to the forest and see
the strange ammal we have determimate (
knowledge of the semblance, since now both the coirela-
tives are known to us  Remembrance 1s the revival of an
impression already recerved The impression received was
the impression of abstract sumlarity, while the know-
ledge that we have 1s the knowledge of actual smilanty.
This knowledge of actual similarity 15 thus al her new
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knowledge nd not the revival of an old impression  This
new knowledge 15 therefor, not &1 and will hase to be
looked upon s hnowledge that 1s derwved fhiough analogy
The m wer1s that spite of this dufference 1t 1s no other than
& sinc 1n other cascs we know that from a  f
we hive 1 @f3weeFeg@  Thus when we vistt a house  we
obscrve that there are some five or six persons 1n the house
When we are ashed by any one whether Devadatta was one
of the compny or no we remembcr that he was not  When
we visited the house we marked that some five or six were
present and others absent  Here then the actual perception
15 that others wire absent nd not that this particular inds
vidual was absent  And yet we say that Devadatta was ab
sent Is this new cogmtion or revival of an old one?
Ewvidently this 15 revival of an already recuived impression
Thus whercas we had the knowledge of absence n the ab-
stract (faweqFnEET) and not of this individual or that
yet the remembranee of it tales the form Devadatta

was absent  which 1o AREeTF SMEELR (1 ¢ BARH-

@aq —etc  The third view of Udvotakara and
also held by the authors of Tarkabhasha Tarkakaumudi and
Tarkasamgraha ~ccording to which the resulting judgment 1
the assertion that the anmal percerved bears the name Bos
Gavacus

This view 1esembles the first m that this process of know
ledge mvolves two factors the perccption of the strange
ammal and thc remembrance of the words of the forester
But the difference 15 1 regard to the resulting judgment
which m the present vicw 15 the knowledge of the relation of
nam and objcct signified by the name between the word
Gavyy and the ammal Bos Gavaens

But this according to our author 1s the result of the know-
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ledge imparted by the forester and therefore does not require
a separate means of proof

g1 FEEBIIET etc For when a person 1s asked how he
knows that the strange ammal bears that name he rephes
that 1t 15 knowr to hum through the words of the forester,
he does not say that he knows 1t through analogy or through
any other means of knowledge  From tlus the conclusion 1s
mevitable that the knowledge 15 derived through the words
of the forester ¢ ¢ through verbal testumony

SR TqY etc.  Yet the cogmition we have 1s of the form
“This 1s called a Bos Gavaeus” While the words of the
forester were “ The Bos Gavacus 1s Itke a cow,” so that the
above cogmition could not be derived through the words of
that person, and therefore we set up companson as a scpa-
rate means of knowledge,

T AE—To this the author’s answer 1s this  With refer-
ence to a particulat ammal we make the convention ““ This
15 a cow "', now when we have the cogmtion of the form “ This
bears the name cow,” we will have to regard that this cogni-
tion 16 not denved throngh the knowledge of the onginal con-
vention but through some other means of knowledge Simularly
when the name *“ cow " 15 given to another ammal of the same
specics that will require another means of proof, since the ori-
ginal convention was made in reference to a different ammal of
that species  All this, however, 1s absurd ~ We know that
although the ultunate cogmition takes a different form from
the original convention  yet that cognition 1s denved throngh
the original convention and through no other means  Even so
1n the present case the knowledgceof thename of that ammal 15
denved through the words of the forester

P 74 @41 gsgrafnaEsfy ctc Just as when a conven-
tion 15 made in regard to an ammal there 1s an impheit
understanding between the speaker and the hearer that the
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name apphes to all ammals of the same species even so in.
the present case there 15 the imphcation that an animal
that resembles a cow bears that particular name

T 7 FH—1i, however, an objection to this view 15 raised
on the ground that there can be no connection of name and
object signified by the name until the latter 15 actually per-
caived we reply that it 13 not necessary that this connec-
tion of name and object requires the perceptive knowledge of
the object, for we know that although Shakra 15 unperceived
by us yet we know the connection between the name Shakra
and the God Shakra  Although therefore at the time the
forester told us that a Bos Gavaeus 1s like a cow, the Bos
Gavacus was unpercetved by us, yet we could connect the
name Gavaya and the ammal Bos Gavacus

f{ﬂ'ﬁfﬂ ctc  Here comes a hard nut to crack and we
find 1n what 4 hopeless quandary our author finds himself .
Ius anxiety to reconcile the view of the Satrakara to his own
vicw  The mgenuity that our author shows simply amuses
us and fails to produce any conviction In Gautama Sitra
L 13 & FaTmA) the Satraka has.
stated m unequivocal terms that there are four distinct
mcans of proof  But our author maintaws that Upamina
1s included under word, even 1n the view of the Stirakara,
and that we have to seek some deeper motive of the Satra-
kara i this separate mention or Upamana  He argues from
analogy  We know that zera and mmim are ncluded
under A0 and fASERIM respectively and yet we find them
separatcly mentioned as independent categorics i the first
Satra  Does it mean then that they are distinct from SR
and frogeqr ? Obviously not They are mentioned sepa-
Tately owmg to thewr importance Similarly Upamana 1s
mentioned by Gautama with some special motives. And 1t
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is this that 1t serves as an llustration to establish the vahdity
of verbal authonity

P 75 3qq —The objector then asks: If that were
really the motive of the Satrakara, is 1t not natural to ex-
pect Gautama to make use of 1t 1n hus answer to the polemic
of the Buddhas agamnst the vahdity of verbal authonty ?
This pomnt, however, 1s not answered by our author But
he considers a different objection  (For the argument of
the Buddha and the defence of Gautama vide commentary
under F99 )

etc  Some say that verbal testimony i1s merely

corroboratory of the knowledge that 1s derived through
Perception and inference , and 1n 1tself 1t 1s not mfallible
If, however, 1t 1s said that veibal testimony 1s of use where
perception and iference fail, that 15 1mpossible since know-
ledge through word pre-supposes the knowledge of the con-
nection of a word as the name and the object as the thing
sigmfied by such a name which connection 1s hard to cstablish
where the object itself 1s not known either through perception
or mference For instance when we say ‘ fire ' the knowledge
of firc s already gained by us through peiception or nference
(as mn the case of the nference of fire on the mountain, on
observing smoke) and therefore the word * fire  does not con-
vey any new ledge but sumply cor what 15
previously known to us  And secondly the word * fire * could
sigmfy to us a particular object because we know the object
and we know the convention that a particular word signifies
that object But the word &% cannot convey any know-
ledge, since no connection 1s known to us, as the object itself
is unperceved

79 W etc If 1t be said that the conventionis known to
us through the word, such a statement 15 dilemmatic. Ordi-
narily the knowledge of an object 1s the cause of the conven-
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tion on the word, and the knowledge of this convention on a
word 15 the causc of the knowledge of an object through that
word Here however both the knowledge of object and the
knowledge of convention depend upon word, which 15 absurd
since 1t mvolves a mutusl dependence Thus in this case
the knowledge of convention on a word depends upon the
knowledge of the object through that word, and the know-
ledge of object thiough word depends upon the knowledge
of convention on the word, 1 ¢ a cause 1s the effect of its
effect, and an effect 15 the cause of 1ts cause | (@1 f& R

aarif A AR dddme | e 9 R} 139 qaEe

AFFRTE—A sentence cannot establish the relation of name
and object signified by such a name, since 1t communicates
the knowledge of the relation between the senses of words
sigmfying known objects

P. 76 aR@@EmH—To refute this view, the Sutrakdira
has enumerated separately Upamana by way of an ilustra-
tion. Just as the relation of a name and thing sigmified by that
name 15 established by a sentence expressing comparison
through the semblance of the unknown object (Gavaya) to
a famihar object (the cow), even o in the case of objects that
are beyond perception and mference, 1t 15 possible to esta-
blish the 1elation of name and thing signified by such a name,
through some sign or other

A Gavaya 15 unknown to us, yet through the words of a
rehable man, who has pomted out to us that a Gavaya 1s
like a cow, it 15 possible for us to fashion a Gavaya n our
imagmation, and thus establish the relation of name and thing
signified by the name, between Gavaya and the 1magned
object , even so 1 the case of the word Indra, 1t 15 possible
for our 1magiation to shape a God through some sign or
other (that he 1s thousand-eyed or that he 1s the leader of
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the heavenly host) and thus establish the relation of name
and thing sigmified by that name between the word  Indra’
and the god ‘Indra’ that our shapmg fancy has for us
created It cannot, therefore, be said that 1t 1s hard to con-
conve of objects that are beyond perception and 1nference, or
that words are meaningless 1f they signify such objects

et §—As to the inqury whether Upamana 1- vahd
or otherwise, our vicw 15 that 1t 1> made to show that analogy
15 valid like presumption and that like 1t, 1t 15 mncluded n
the means of knowledge and 1s not distinct from them

In Gautama Satra 2 1-42 (vide commentary) the view 1s
expressed that Upamina 1s not vahd and immediately after,
this view 1s shown to be incorrect But this, our author,
says, does not mean that the Sutrakdra regards Upamana as
distinct from other mcans of knowledge Does not the
Sutrakara d.fend presumption as vahd against objections ?
And yet he has distinctly stated that 1t 15 mcluded under -
ference (W @ _RIP1X W RTArACAEEAT  SToare-
FRAMAFMAIFATEARTSATT ) even so of Upamana

saeg—But savs the objector the Satrakara has ex-
pressed the view of somc that Upamana 1s mcluded under
mference and has refuted the view and shown that Upamana
1s distinet from mngerence (vide commentary) this no doubt
1 true  The Sitras object to the inclusion of Upamana
under imference but nowhere has the Satrakara shown any
objections to 1ts inclusion under verbal testimony !

—Why dos then the Satrahara refur to the
Pramanas as fou m number ? (n 3t g U9 H‘Gl’gg ctc,) that
15 because he wants to maintain that there are not five or more
means of knowledge For smce as shown by us, there are
strong reasons to regard Upamana as included under word,
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the Satrakara could not have referred to the Pramainas as
four with a view to show that they are not three!
P. 77. —1f that were true, why does not the
Sﬁtrakara say that 1n his view there are only three Pramanas?
& | s;ieg—But says our author that 1s the way with our
Satrakara—that 1 some places he has not taken care to state
carefully his own view ! Thus in the refutation of the idea
of the whole by the alternatives of the whole and the part,
the Satrakara has not carefully expressed his view
The reference here 1s to Gautama Satra 4-2-7 5«3\1‘3:@&-
NI The whole cannot cxist since the
parts cannot reside in 1t either as a whole or partialy  The
Buddhist opponent asserts that 1t 15 not possible to main
tamn the reahty and distinct charactcr of a whole  Thus he
asks . does a part reside 1n the whole 1n 1ts totality ? or, Docs 1t
reside 1n the whole partially > A part does not occupy the
whole 1n 1ts totality because of the difference of therr dimen-
sions, and also because 1n that case 1t will lose all connection
with other parts  (If one part occupies the whole as a whole
then there will be no space left for the other parts of a whole
and hence there will be no mutual connection of parts )
Secondly, 1t a part occupies the whole only partially, that
would mean that the whole 1tsclf has parts There will be
therefore the further questions whether these parts of the
whole are different from the Avayavas or identical with them ?
If the latter then 1t would mean that the Avayavas reside on
themselves which 1s absured , if the former then there would
be an ad infimtum regress ; for 1t would be asked . do these
parts of the whole reside i the whole m 1ts totahty or only
partiahty ? If the first there wall be no mutual connection
of parts ; 1f the second then the whole agan will have parts
and there will be the further alternative of the parts being
1dentical with these latter parts or their being separate from
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‘these lattes. In this way there would be Anavasthi. Both
-ways, therefore, the 1dea of a whole cannot be mamtained.
The answer given 15 that a whole 15 something over and
above 1ts parts which stands to 1t not 1n a spatial relation
‘but in a umque relation of mherence

—Presumption 1s regarded by the Mimamsakas
as a separate means of knowledge The nature of presmp-
tion hes n the assumption of a fact to reconcile an appa-
rent inconsistency between two equally certamn facts, m the
stock mstance Hiet ¥qq AT 7 & we find that there 1o
a discrepancy between the fatness of the man and hs
abstamning from food by day, so that sice both are true,
the discrepancy between them must be an apparent one and
is to be reconciled by the presumption that the man takes
food by mght (YITEFIATIII=AT AR A1t wewrd) The Nyaya
on the other hand mcludes presumption m the purely nega-
tive inference, but the Mimamsa could not accept this view,
since 1t totally rejected the purely negative form of inference

SfyMAM cte. Hence the author says that presumption
is ncluded mn inference since here a fact 1s assumed by reason
of invarable concomitance.

etc  To say that it 1s otherwise inconsistent
is tantamount to saying that if the fact 1s granted, 1t will be
all night, and this 1s no other than invariable concormmnw
Thus 1n the stock instance when 1t 15 said
& AP 1t 1s equal to saying URRTTATIRT T mm
1 ¢ 9 97 RASYSMA |t e T a9 U which is
<learly SfyTHI.

%GR etc.  To this the opponent would say that
in those cases where this relation of mvanable connection 1s
ot realized to be of a general character, presumption wall
have to be employed, as for mstance, mn the case of the totality
of causes of 1n the case of an obstructing arcumstance, The
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opponent’s contention 15 this. the fatness of Devadatta 1s a
sohitary case How therefore 15 1t possible to deduce a gene-
ral relation of the kind “ 75 77 fRArsysTA &k qiad ax ax
AR ? A generabization of this kind must be upon
a number of such cases  Hence so long as simlar instances
are unknown to us, the only means by which we can reconcile
the apparent discrepancy 15 presumption JEFFIE 1s o total
1ty of causes , every effect requires three kinds of cawses
quang, sAAAE, and AT Thus of a totality of
causes some are T and others are I¥E so that
m the case of a particular effect 1t 15 not
possible for us to say that there was present the totality of
1ts causes , stnce some of the causes are unknown to us, m
this case therefore we have to presume that since the effect
could not have taken place in the absence of all 1ts causcs,
therefore all causes must be present  Smularly there are
various kinds of obstructing circumstances, as for wstance,
talismans and charms m the cas¢ of firc, the absence of
such obstructing circumstances 1s also known through pre-
sumption that sice the fire could buin therefore there must
not have been anything that could prevent fire from burning

aafd ete Even these do not differ from the purely ne-
gative form of mference, the purely ncgative mference and
presumption differ 1 nothing save the name For the
purely negative argument vide commentary pagc 78

In the stock mstance the case of Devadatta was 1egarded
as a sohtary case and the Anvaya-vyapti could not be enun-
ciated for want of o sinular mstance, yet the Nyaya view
holds that even m that case the fact presumed (tl&'ﬂ’mﬂq)
to reconeile the contradiction between difed and fgarssirg
could be arrived at by the purely negative process, 1t may
not be possible to pownt out a stmular case, but 1t 15 possible
to pont to many dissumilar cases, we know so many lean ,
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haggard beggars and we know that they look so because
they are farmished they get food neither by day nor by mght ,
so that we can argue 3% IF TR 7 Wy @ ax Rwfs-
5N iy iweafd 7 wafd | and 1n this manner  presump-
tion 15 no other than the hevala Vyatirek: inference

P 78 &=gETAA etc It cannot be said that this 1s no
nference smee the positive relation cannot be stated as
otherwise the purely positive mference will also have to be
regarded as distinct from Anumana since in that case the
purely negative relation cannot be shown to exst

etc  This 15 cquvalenee or nclusion

where a greater numbcr subsumes a lesser one or where a
larger quantity subsumes a smaller quantity <o that from
a greater number or a larger quantity 1t 15 posstble to deduce
a smaller number or quantity  [his 15 no other than
nference

IWHET etc  Non existence or as 1t 1s also termed
non apprehension (Anupalabdh) 1s accepted by Kumanla as
scparite means of proof tut our author finds place for
Abhava under Agama Anumana or Pratyaksha accordmg to
th 1ature of the case

P 79 gerfdg etc  The argument adopted by Kuma
nlabhatta mn favour of his vicw 1s that the absence of any
thing e g a jar on the ground cannot be the object of direct
pere ption which requires wn immediate contact with the
organ of sense but ding to Nyaya the ige of the
abscnce of an dbgect 15 denived through sense perception since
stch knowledge 1s a result of the wctivity of the sense organ
L4 e
FEF AXC et But if 1t 15 smd that though admittedly
there 1s the actvity of the sense vet this activity 15 directed
10 the percepfion of semcthing else and not the absence of an
obejct (the perception of the particular spot of ground in

6
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the present instance and not the absence of a jar) we reply
that that s not true.

SRR etc  for as n the case of colour so 1n the pre-
sent case there 1s nothing contradictory to the supposition
that the activity of the sense can be extended to the percep-
tion of the absence as well When we perceive a jar we also
perceive 1ts colour., size, generality, etc Thus the activity
of sense 1s not exhausted in the perception of an object , but
can be further extended to the perception of 1ts attrbutes ;
even so m the present case the activity of sense gives us the
knowledge of the particular spot of ground as also of the
attnibute of the spot, and Abhava being an atrribute of the
spot of ground 1s thus known by sense  The commentator has
gwven a fine example to contradict the view that the activity
of sense cannot be of use 1n the perception of Abhiiva When
we formulate the judgment * the flower has no smell * (fded
$5AY ) obviously the actiity of the sense of smell could not
be directed to the perception of smell as 1n fact there 1s no
smell , this 1s therefore plamly a case where the . ctivity of
sense 1s directed to the perception of Abh#va and nothing
else

@AIEIEY et As already pomnted out the follower of
Kumirila would say that the absence of ¢ jar conld not be
the object of direct perception for want of any connection
between sense and the abhava of the jar

1 @geayf etc. The NyAya answer 15, that the reason
urged viz the absenee of any relation (YlsTAW) 15 not ad-
missible to both the parties or techmcally 1t is SR,

Hwarare does not contradict our view ; for even the Mimiith-
sakas have accepted that &&4ramr does not prevent the cog-
nition of §9. The school of Kumdinla demes
so that the different modes of contact are reduced m lns
school to simple- conjunction (¢1g) and 1dentity with what
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is m conjunction. The jar 1s in contact with the cye and
hence the knowledge of jar 1s derived throngh this conneo-
tion ; the colour of the jar, however, 15 not i eontact with the
eye, and yet its knowledges 1s denved through (drgweTere)
1ts identity with the jar that 1s 1n conjunction wath the sense.
Thus though there 15 absence of any relation between FE®Y
and the eye, yet this does not prevent the knowledge of
42&9 through the sense. Even so though there 35 no rela-
tion between WY and the eye, yet this 1 no reason
why the knowledge of the former be denved through
the latter

@Y A, cte.  Just as m the Mimdmsa view  (§q9&)
the relation of capability 1s to be inferred from the direct
perception of colour ctc, even 50 m our view we have con-
cawed of the relation of {gwWAIMW A< already ponted
out, since the Mimamsakas of this school rejected the doc-
trine of mherence, they could not pent out what connection
there was between a jar and its colour, and therofore they
said that i the colour of jar there 15 the capability of 1ts
bewng percewved by the eye, Just as therefore they have set
up this fictrttious relation of FFaT between ¥&T and the eye
even so there 15 no reagon why the Nydya view of a égw-
AR should net claim stnular consideration,

P. 80, &AW ete. 1f it is sad that the relation of subjeet
and predicate (or the qualifier and the quahfied) 15 1mconcerv-
able n the absence of either contact or inherence, we reply
that 1t is not true, smnce this relation 15 estabhished through
the qualified cogmtion, The opponent says that since there
is neither contact nor inherence between WIAT and 3@ the
elation of the qualifier and the qualified 1s inconceivable : the
answer is that it 18 not necessary for this relation that the two
objects between which 3t exsts should be mn contact or in-
therence ; we have qualified cognitions of the form dwry gew:
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etc, and yet the person 1s not in contact wrth his ke or
mherent 1n them B
1% e Tradition 1s an assertion which has.
come from one to another without indication of the source
from which 1t first originated , this however 1 to be included
m Rgama, ~o also gesture, since 1t conveys the mntentions of
a person throngh the force of conventions of dramaturgy and
similar arts
P 81 ¥Z8Tq ctc A Prameya 1s one the knowledge of
which directly leads to cmancipation without being of use:
for the acquisition of any other kind of knowledge Thus 1t
15 distingwshed from the Pramanas, for the knowledge of
the Pramanas 15 ancillary to night knowledge which lcads to-
Moksha , they are, therefore, mtermediary means of Moksha,
while the hnowledge of Prameya 1 directly nstrumental
- the attamment of that supreme end
g, —The commentator says that the twelve van-
tties of Prameya n the Gautama Satras are reduced to a
fourfold division as anly m that wav 1ts knowledge leads to-
Moksha  The truth seems to be that i this and the following
section our author shows « strong predilection for the Yoga
and farth i the doctunes of that school
TR ctc What 1) to be shunmed 15 pam not yet
come, smce What has been, s past, and what 15, 15 icapable
«f being avoidud, 1t 15 only pan not yet come that 15 ta be
shunned

T e Ihe AN —the objects are divided nto
six kinds according as they become the objects of the six
senses, sunilarly cogmtions (@A) are also divided into
stx kinds corresponding to the six senses through-which they
ate denved e .

By 8’28* TG, ctv Plogsure 16, pan by close contact
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with pawn. &7 REFERH—The cause of this pam  ifs specu~
lafic cause 13 1gnorance desirc ment and demerit

A1g FEPRO-GT includes FEHIT or unpressions  for 15 the
commentator remarks we hear that though m the statc of
dissolution (pralaya) thure 1s no false knowledge yet after-
wards a soul reverts to hife agawn which 1s rooted 1n 1ignorance ,
the ot vious explanation 1s ther fore that though m pralaya
there 15 10 false knowledge yct there are  the mpressions of
false knowledge which becomc the source of life aftcr pralaya

P 83 rei®H~The cessation of misery should be absolute
so that the soul would not comc at any time and m v way
n contact with pamn

P 84 @R ot 1he absolute slf 1 th Iughest,
possessed of 2ll powers not suby ot to the hrmitations of Sam
sara the ommwscient Maheshwar  the creator of the whole
AMVLISE

a9ifg frarE et The subject under consderation (qEIEHU-
&#q) must hue momtclbgent agent because 1t was 1 ought
and his now come mtc existine ble 4 p o of cloth  Ig-

oy, or the second reding “Bﬁ\imﬂﬂ— mens

that the agent must be mteligent must haw  1nowledge of
the mewms We are proving that God 1 the artificer he
must know the proper mstrum nts and mutcrial to be us d

P 85 @@AFEE ctc ~Bu the previous wgument we hase
provel n 4 general way that ¢very produ t his an mtudl
gent ag nt  The argument 1 perfectly fanltloss and 1 such
there 15 no gunsaymg it Ihen by ehmmation wnd by the
pecubar character of the work we prove the cwstine of a
supreme agent as for mstance through the pecubar charac
ter of a work such as panting we nfer that there must be
some agent who 1s far above the common

By the process of chmmation we exclude the msensate the
agnorant and the cmbodied from bemng such an arbficer,
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hence the creator of the universe is one who is intelligent,
ommiscient and without body The commentator has met
the usual objection that the syllogism does not prove the
result a potter 1n addition to the knowledge of uis material,
Ius desire, and his action must have a body to bring about
the zesult, and so God too must have a body which 1s con-
trary to our observation The commentator has given severat
arguments and has shown that the real pomnt in question
15 not the mere possession of body but rather the know-
ledge of and the power to use instruments tobring about a
result which an unembodied being does

P 86 &@ES etc  The lower self 1s the en;oyer of the
fruits of this transcient hfe

g &3 etc It 1s to be mfurred on the necessity that
cogmition and such like (+ ¢ pleasure, pan, desire, aversion,
volition; being products require a substrate , this the body
cannot be, nor the senses as we shall show , and therefore the
soul 15 to be regarded as the scat of consciousness and suck
like qualities

F HfgETomT et The sense o1gans cannot be the substrate; for
w that case, if 4 sense organ be destroyed we shall not have
the recollection of the thing experienced by its aid, this 1s,
however, not true to facts, o blind man does recollect objects
seen before he was struck blind

WATGHA otc  Experience teaches us that an object per-
cewved by one will not be remembered by another  If 1t be
said that even though one scnse-organ 1s mutilated there are
yet other sensc-organs and thereforc remembrance of an
object p d by the lated rgan 1s posstble, we
reply that this 1s contrary to experience. The perception
of an object and 1ts remembrance must have the same subs~
trate It 15 impessible that the eye perceives, and the ear
-or any other sense-organ remembers |
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P. 87. @ @ In the same way—the fact of remembranice
goes agamst the view that consciousness 15 a mere function
of the body, since the body is continually changing from in-
fancy to boyhood and from boyhood to manhood. If the
body 1s the substratum of cognitions, how on this supposi-
tion, can a man remember 1n youth what he saw m his infancy,
for tus body 15 completely changed ?

qdT—This also dlspmves the claim that an object known by
& prior bered by a sub
since they are nh.ted as cause and effect ; for even though
they are so related, they are yet distinct. Otherwise a son
should know the experiences of lus father or a disciple those
of his Guru! The doctrine of the Buddhists 1s that there
1s nothing hke soul ( ) and that cog is
momentary and self-cognizing  We have thus a fleeting
sertes of such cogmtions related one to the other as cause and
effect , hence the umiformity of our expenence. This view,
however, as shown above 1s contradicted by memory.

1914 THar etc. The Buddhust pomts out that the quali-
ties of the effect are derived from the quahties of the cause
as 1 the instance of the crimson colour of the cotton , when a
cotton-seed 15 smeared 1n a crimson colour, we find that the
cotton from that seed also gets that colour , even so smece a
prior cogmition and a subsequent one are related to each other
by causal sequence, 1t 15 possible that expenence gained in a
prior cogmition 1s transferred to a subsequent one, and
this way there 1s nothing contrary in the supposition that a
subsequent cognition remembers what 1s known by a prior
cogmition

@1 |rer etc.  Thus, however, 1s of no avail, since the in-
stance does not prove your case, nor serves to confute the
Nyilya standpomt.

ST, etc. There 1s neither positive nor negative cone
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comutance, not have you showa fallacies hike asiddha in the
Nyaya. argument,, Here by his usual logical: subtlety our
author exposes the weakness of the Buddhst argument o
TR + BRI | S SRR 1
In tlus argument the mstance that 1s given is quite beside the
the Anvayavyapts I I 1 % a7 s
s not llustrated by such an mstance , for obviously memory
the sadhya n the argument cannot belong to the redness of
gotton, and thus this 15 a GFQSFS IFELURNATT  Besides
hoth kinds of vyapti.cannot be shown to be valild there 13
no 1mvanable connection between a causal sequence (FITHRA-
wg) and memory or betwetm their negauom Simarly
the Nyaya position Hgeu & SR | ST
@ | 1s not shown to be unlcnable by means of this fami-
lar mstance  For the rcason SFHIAFTA 15 not shown to
be unrcal or to be fallacious in any way
P.88 7 9 FEWSH ctc Nor can the redness of the sced be
transferred to its fruit as it cannot be transferred to any
other tree, on the theory of absolute destruction  According
to the Buddhist view, all objects last for but one moment
and are ummediately destroyed—the  destruction  bemg
absolute  When therefore the cotton-sced grew to a cotton
tree the sced was absolutelv destroyed and along with 1t its
redness, so that the cotton-fruit cannot be red  Even the
Jaw of causality cannot be held since on the theory of abso-
lute destruction a cause 15 completely destroyed and then
only does an effect come mto cxistence, how, therefore, can
there be causal continuity between objects which are m no
way related to each other ?
¥ et Thus the doctrine of momentarincss cannot
be held The commentator remarks that the word gda
refers to the argument of the Buddhists o & &, erfoiw
etc. which on grounds of reasoning 1s shown to be fallacious ,
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for' m W o ¥ AR T G O GO0 quy e — 1
% 13 ‘the subject of the propositton then clearly enough
the teason & is veid or Anavadhyasita If by @18
nteant BAPANAY 97 then since a cloud 1s scen to last
for two moments or more, the instance of a cloud 1 void
of. the conclusion (qTSTAF) o - .
wfAAw etc  Secondly this doctrime 15 contradicted by
‘perception also as when a crystal 1s recogmzed as the same
$hat one had seen formerly The recogmtion of the crystal
bead 48 beng the same crystal bead will not be possible on
the supposition of 1ts momentariness
Pages 88-89 weiariafad ctc Ifit be argued that this
Tecognition 15 erroneous like the recognition of a lamp-flame
as bemng the same lamp-flame, we reply that even though the
recognition of a lamp-flame 15 erroneous yet that does not
prove that the recognition of a crystal-bead also 15 erroneous ,
for then 1t would mean that when any one petcrption 1S
shown to be crroneous all other perceptions are erroncous
whach 1s absurd
A lamp-flame 15 changing every moment, smce as the
Naiyayika ponts out the cause of the lamp-flame the wick
and oil, 15 ¢very moment changmg  Thus the recognition
that the same Jamp 1 burning for an hour or s0 15 clearly
erroncous  But to argue that because one recognition 1s
shown to be crroneous therefore any other recogmitien 1s
erroneous, 1s not reasonable
AT —Besides  recogmtion atself 15 mmpossible on
your theory, since sumlanty being momentary the very cause
of error 15 wanting  You prove that the recognition of the
crystal 15 erroneous hike the recognition of a lamp  But how
<an you talk of an erroneous recognition ? All recognitions
rest upon the likeness of two objects , but since likeness 1tself
s momentary how 1s 1t possible for you to say that one “ob-



80 NYAYASARA (Pari. 3

ject 1s ke another ? Thus even 1n the instance of a lamp--
flame you cannot talk of an erroneous recogmtion since the-
very toot of this error (likeness) 1s non-existent, save at the
risk of deviation from the tenet of your school (syfmeEY-
g

AEHTR XA etc According to Nyliya the fact of instinct
confirms the belief 1n a past birth ; how untaught can a mew-
born child know sucking or joy or pamn or fear or crying ex-
cept on the supposition that these are reminiscences of a
previous barth, and indicate that the child remembers expe-
riences of its past > The self therefore 1s eternal ; the body
of man 15 the frmt of previous ment or dement, and thus
makes necessary a sertes of embodiments of the self ; for smce
1t 15 inconceivable that either the body or the ment and de-
merit are uncaused, we have to grant that here 1s an endless
chamn of cause and offect as i the series of seed and shoot
(@romggAm) The soul therefore 1s compelled to transmigrate
but 15 one and eternal through all this flux of birth and re-
birth  Instinct proves that though the body 15 destroyed yet
experiences lcave their impressions on the self as impulses
and potentialities of our nature

v etc  The all-pervading character of the self is

established on these grounds ment and othcr qualities like
gravity require conjunction with their substrate before they
could be the spring of action in wind and such other objects,
and ~econdly, the Yogin that 15 possessed of the eight
Siddhts, aumid etc 15 known to occupy countless bodies
at one tume which 15 mconcervable except on the all-perva-
sive character of the self

The gravity of a frmit acts upon a layer of dust on the
fruit because the layer 1s 1 contact with the frut ; even so-
a pleasant breeze of wind cannot be caused by the merit of
a person except on the assumption that the self of the person
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and wind are 1 contact. According to Ny&ya every object
which 15 the source of pain or plearure to a person becores so-
by the merit or dement that inheres 1n his self. How cam
these merit and dement which dwell in the self as its atéri-
butes act uponan extraneous object ? Thegravityof afruit acts.
upon the fruit and not on any other object ; if, however, an-
other object like the layer of dust is in contact with the fruit,.
then the gravity of the frat will act upon the layer of dust-
also. Sumilarly the ment and the demerit of the self canact
upon extrancous oojects 1f the self is i contact with alk
reality and hence pervasive.

P g0 & FqEAAN: etc. The author lays stress upon
the recogmsed kinds of Yogic practices which destroy pain
and actions and lead to Samadin

P o1 qTE@MATT ctc Yoga (the practical part of concen-
tration) 1s self-mortification, self-recitation and abstract
meditation on the Lord

etc  The words of the Satra are disturbed here-
deliberately to suit the context It 1s for the purpose of ex-
tenuating pamn and for the attainment of concentration
etc.—Tapas 1s the power to bear pamn of all kmnd
that helps in purging away infatuation and desire and such
other evils, pam of all kinds + ¢ the SRR,
and the TSR

P g2 ®uraa:—In brief , according to Yoga Satra (2-3)
there are five kinds of afflictions but our author gives only
three kinds and imcludes the other two 1n the three that he
has given , hence @aT®A: vide commentary for details

a9 qAfEe etc. The following eight are the aids to Yoga ¢
restraint, religions observances, postures, suppression of
breath, and medita--
tion.

P. g3. q% YAGT@WEAr Restrawnts are those like harmlessness,.
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-eoritinence, nonsstealing which lead to the punfication and
-enlightenment of a person and which- h‘wu no regard to time
ar placé or conditron
“etc. Rehgious observances are peculiar acts
t.hat lead to righteousness, and have regard to. time and place
and arcumstance, ke gomng round (a detty) the twihight
prayers and holy muttermgs  Our author differs frum  the
sathor of the Yoga Satra for which vide comuentary ‘
I etc.~Restrant of the breath 1s the catang short of
of breath and consiste of expiration, ispiration and retention.
P 9y HWAER—Abstraction consists m withdrawing the
mind from all objects that hinder concentration
: 9RM—Fixing th» 1and on a place 15 attention ‘On
aplace’ ¢ ¢ at the arcle of the navel or on the orb of the
Sun etc
g~ Contemplation consists of the concentration  of
the understanding on the object of contemplation in that
place
- @aify —The same 15 concentration m  which there 15
knowledge of the bare exwtence of the object of contempla-
tion without consciousness of 1ts real nature  There 15 hnow-
ledge of the objuct but without distmction of subject and
ebject
P 95 vty —Our anthor docs not seem to be satis-
fied with the defimtion n the Yoga-satras and gives a
difierent one of his own
waAaIA—These aids to Yoga should be practised with
great perseverance and with supreme devotion to Mahesh-
wara and with an attitude of complete dispassion mduced by
the thought that the Brahmaloka and other higher worlds
are ira.ught with various nuscries
q?q etc. Somedescribe that it is the absolute con-
. dttwn of the self like the absolute condstion of etlier 1n dissolu-
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tion when all the specfic qualiies of the self are destroyed:
The self has nine speaific quahties viz. cogmtion, pleasure,
pan, desire, aversion, volition, ment, dement, impression
(Samskara) , these are lost to the soul in that state of release,

P o6 g@g@a: etc Pleasure and pam being invanably
associated, 1t 1s not possible to distingwsh the one from the
other, and abandon (the Jatter)

T gmlﬁ etc nor do intelligent persons endeavour to
secure pleasure and pleasure alone , for experience shows that
eftorts are directed for the removal of pamn such as that caused
by a thorn The author 1s considoring the VaSeshika view
of Moksha , to the objection that if final releass 1s the state
when the self loses 1ts spectfic attnbutes all without excep-
tion, then 1t 1s a state that no body will desire, the Vai-
Seshika answer 15 that 1t 15 wrong to suppose that men
desire happinese and happiness alone, men are seen striv-
mg to remove pam of all kind

agiEeqr ctc —No reasonable person wall strive for such
an end which 1 a state of unconsciousness as m a  swoan,
This 15 the author’s view It Moksha 15 a state of the self m
which there 15 no consciousness and no joy—then no think-
ing person will humself seek such a consummation

3 @ &f@-—Nor 15 the cxample to the pomnt, as even the
removal of pam caused by a thorn 1 for the enjoyment of
pleasure since m the presence of pan no pleasure 1s possible

Fa ctc The author supports his view that final release 1
4 state of eternal pleasurable consciousness by aitulg Kgam.

P 97 g&as¥ ctc If the opponent says that m the above
atations the words & and 7@ are to be taken m'a
secondary scnse to mean §:&@, that we contend 15 not
right since the hteral sense of the words cammot ke shown to
“be mcompatible  In the stock mstance SRR WA:  Wer-find
that &iMs cannat.be taken m 1ts.literal serisd and hefeerwe
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vesort to Upachira having “in view the irascible temper of
the person. Thus when the literal sense of words 1s shown to
be unswitable we construe them mn a secondary sense not
otherwise.

gaaRagdr: etc  The opponent pute a dilemma: pleasure
and 1ts consciousness are the attributes of self in that state
of release ; are these atinbutes eternal or non-eternal : if the
datter then when they cease to be, a Mukta will come back
to mundane existence and therefore Mukt: itself will be non-
.eternal 1 character ; if the former, then since they are eter-
nal, they are present in an unhberated self as in the hberated
one and there will thus be scarcely any difference between
the state of release and the state of bondage to hife

w‘aﬂ: etc  The answer 15 that pleasure and 1ts cons-
ciousness are eternal m character , but in Samsdra there are
present demenit and pain that obstruct the relation of subject
and object ) between and  plea-
sure, n the same way 1n which a wall obstructs that same re-
lation between the eye and the jar

Just as the knowledge of a jar becomes impossible even
though the jar and the eyc are existing, when they are m-
terposed by a wall so that conncection between them 1s severed,
even so though conscrousness (the subject) and pleasure (the
object) are eternal yet the requisite connection between them
18 severed by dement and pain etc and hence there 1s no cons-
cousness of pleasure m Samsara  The word Vishaya, Vishay
.are loosely used by our author, thus mn the Drsténta the
Vishaya 1s the jar and the Vishayi 15 the eye (the instrument
of knowledge) while 1n the case of pleasure and 1ts conscous-
ness, the former 1s the Vishaya and the latter (s. e. conscious-
ness or kmwledgc lunlf) 1s the Vlshayn The pomt 13 that in

the Vi dthe Vishay: i are

not related and thmhm there 15 110 consciousness of pleasure.
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&éwe etc. The objector further rases the question * the
yelation of subject and object between Samvedana and Sukha
is on your own statement a relation that comes mto exis-
tence in final Jiberation ; and 1t 1s this relation that makes all
the dafference between Samsdra and Moksha But since
this relation is & product (%%) 1t 1s natural to suppose that
1t may have an end some time or other, so that when this re-
1ation of subject and object between Samvedana and Sukha 15
lost there will be an end of the state of release and the soul
will agan revert to this hife of troubled strivings

| 555G etc  The answer 1s that admittedly this rela-
tion 15 a product ; but 1t is a relation which once produced
endures eternally  There 1s no umversal law that every pro-
duct has an end, we know that SR 1s a product and
yet 1t 15 never destroyed when once produced So that the
reason FAFA 15 a discrepant reason

=% 15 described as @A WAQRIE: —that 15 non-
existence that has a beginning but no end When 2 jar is
broken to }1eces this posterior non-existence of the jar comes
into existence and this state of posterior non-existence (-
grar) of the jar has no end  Even so the relation of sub-
ject and object between Samvedana and Sukha has no doubt a
‘beginning 1n Moksha but has no end

qEJd 87 etc The VaiSeshika persists in contending that
the relation of subject and object beng a product will pensh.
This relation 1 positive and therefore though sSefe
<could be pomnted out as an exception to the rule TN FawE
&% a% Aeirsy  yet when the rule 15 modified as under
T Y TP WA pawt q % fenfe shen ne  excep-
tion can be pomted out that invalidates the above rule.
The between pleasure and consciousness of it,
is a Vastu and comes under the above rule ; hence it 18 non-
eternal.
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P ¢8 7 gouRY etc. The answer 1 - that can hardly be,
since this relation (REYRAGANEHTY) does not fall under the
six posttive categories The answer 1s most mgensous and
rests upon a techmical subtlety ~Our author wants to show
that the relation of pleasure and 1its consciousness as—Vishaya
and Vishayt 1s an eternal relation so that when once produced
1t abides eternally in the soul and precludes the possibihity
of the Soul’s again reverting to Samsara Admuttedly the
rule that every positne product 1s perishable holds good
under all circumstances , but what grounds have you to say
that this relation 1> positive in character ? It 1s not a Vastu.
For 1t 1s not included in the fist six categories . substance,
quality, activity, gencrahty, particulanty, and mherence,

qeeadid aetc  If, however, this relation of subject and
object comes under the first s1x categories, then such a supposi~
tion will render impossible any relation between inherence and
such (r e, non-cxsstence) and their knowledge It 1s an
accepted doctrine of the Syncretist school that all things m
the world fall under seven categones the s1x positive and one
negave  The former alieady mentioned are arranged on
the prinaple of Adhara and Adheya, thus the first Dravya
can hecome the substrate of all the remammg categories';
the second quabity 15 found residing only 1 Dravya and not
ou tteelf or on any ot the succceding categories, siialarly
the third Activity 1 found 1 Dravya and not residing on
tself or any of the succeedmng , a Generahty resides in the
first Ahree categaries and not on atself or on the succeeding
categones,, particulanity resides m Dravya (in the 'atons
and the gther five sternatsubstanc ) and not on Summavaya
which. felws1t and  Samaviya 1s found 1n the preceding five
_categarssscand, never, resides on itself  The rule ¢ be de-
_duceg from, s 15 that a category resides on one or more of
those categories which are previous to 1t 1 the enumeration
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and never on the succeeding one and also excepting Dravya
never on itself + ¢ a quality never resides on quality, a
G Ity on G hity, or on ete.

Now we know that all these categories aré knowable ; thatis
they become the Vishaya of knowledge (§8%% the Vishayi).
Thus the Vishaya-Vishay relation 1s a relation which residcs
on all the six categories  1t, therefore, cannot be Dravya,
which does not resides i any of the succeeding categories
whereas this relation resides on all six , nor can this relation
be Guna or Karma or Samavaya or ViSesha for the same rea-
son that all these categories reside on one or more of those
that precede and not on those that follow Nor can this be
Samavéya because 1f 1t fell under Samavaya then in that
case 1t would not reside on 1t , but we know that the Vishaya-
Vishay1 relation resides on Samayaya, since Samavaya 1tself
becomes the Vishya of the Vishayi-knowledge. Thus this
relation does not fall under the six positive categomes and
hence 1t 15 not a Vastu or Bhava

etc  The opponent now shifts the pomnt of objec-
tion, an object becomes the cause of the act (the act of know-
mng) through merit and demerit and the knowledge thus
produced becomes the subject (Vishayi)

The opponent here shows that the relation of subject and
object depends upon AdrSta, and therefore 15 a relation which
will last only so long as AdrSta exists, and will perish when
the latter perishes AdriSta 1s the unseen principle comprns-
ng ment and demcnt which mould man’s destiny, final
release (Moksha) lies i the separation of the self and the
body without entering another body, 1n the absence of ment
and dement which would produce a subsequent embodiment
In Moksha, therefore, ment and dement cease to be; and
consequently also this relation of subject and object so that
there will be no consciousness of pleasure in thet statc of
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release but only absolute cessation of pamn (g awEATT X
dig gR).
 MTWART etc. If that 1s the case then the knowledge
possessed by God, which 1s eternal, will have no relation
with objects If an object becomes the Vishaya of know-
ledge through AdriSta then simce God has no Adrsta 1t wall
not be possible that any object will have connection with the
knowledge possessed by God, so that God will not have
knowledge of objects and God will not be ommiscient which
is clearly absurd.
etc  From all this 1t s clear that spite of
1ts being a product, this permanent relation of pleasure and
1ts consciousness 1s, for want of any cause of 1ts destruction,
an eternal relation  Hence Moksha 1s the absolute crssation
of paim charactenced by the eternal consciousness of pleasure
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